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N I .g\b.stract e T e,

"I“he pux:pcsé of this st\idy.ﬁas to sxamin‘a the role of
wr;?ting in Newfoundldnd high .schoels wiv?‘.nr a view to

’ en’hancing and divers;fying t}na‘t, role. The v;riter’s

interest in the issue was px;mnpted by- ah analysis® of

A iwriting‘ practices and teacher attitudes' to writing in one
) -Newfoundland school d;strict (see appendices). This
£ - interest led to a review of relevant literature on ‘the

A» . . role of writinq.' since only a very few theses havé dealt -
4 < with wrxtlnq in Newfoundland. high 'schools," the study

G " ’ '1nclud\=,s references to cémparakge situations throughcut\

p the western _yorld. : & W

* Mhat is tee

» . ‘The writer was guided by four queésfion
Ty state of wrxtlng in Newfoundland hiqh schools? why shculd

v L. ) ‘wr1t1nq be -taught? Why is wtitxng not being taught mure —’

) effeenve}y’—what can, we duﬁu—g’tvrvrﬁ:tmr more . <

. preminence in our hlgh schools? .

. T Answers to these four questions’ were arrived’ at

through references to 1literature and to the writer’
"> persona} expenenc?ess as a high school teacheqr. To the
f1rst of these questions, the writer - concludes that wricing

is not being well taught. To the second question he

= concludes th‘at writing~ shgﬁuld be taught by all’ €eachers b

for the vax‘;ety of benen? it can bring to students,

\
. including sel_f fulfillment, improved post secondary

.. opporiunities, and ' most ‘i,mpcrtantlir, \last}y img}roved

learniig of subject matter. . ‘ aee




+The third question, of why wri}ting'is not used more

effectively, revealéd _these fact:c‘rs, amonq others-'

teacher worklaad, misconceptions about the natur{and the:

need for writing, subject area speqialization and the .
difficulty of evaluating writing. » »‘ ’

) In response to t‘he fourt'h question,, trié writer nas
attem)‘:teé to e)’(pl‘ain * how™ v;lriting. “can 'be_ vgiven' more

et . . ‘prominence, through teacner educacinn, stréss~ on readinqv,

‘ . the development of writ g across the curriculum, 'and
N . N - > W

v / --  renewed evaluation practxces. [ d . -
The study concludes with a* discussion of avaluation

of writing as it is and as it should be dana and gives

recommendations ior nnproving the sta(:e of wrn:mg.
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i 3 ' CHAPTER I

T INTRODUCTION .

”

. Without writing, the literaté. mind would
not and could .not think as it does, not only
when engaged in writing but normally even when
it is cnmp(ceslng its thoughts in oral form. -

o - Walter, J. an, 1985
- %

. s R I

% . Introduction and Statement of the Problem - %

.o 2
\ w‘ri‘tinq still do‘es /ﬁot h?ld"the place if. deserves in
many high' ‘schools throgghout ‘this province. Admittedly,
there have been some/ attempts ‘at developing a sense of
mportance of wntmg, through the English Language and
Lrterature courses//x/n the- Reorganued ngh School Program.
The course out},&nes for these subjeces suggest that
teachers follow "the wrnunq p;'acess" and suggest a
minimum numbe;‘ of wrltten assiqmnents that students should
gompleg:e. /Despn:e that, writing is still largely not
taixght, or too often pcorly taught. It is scill seen as,

the do é,m of English’ teachers»only, and the phrase

"writing across the curriculum" has been one, to borrow a

phrade -from uacbeth," "full of sound and fury, signifying
nothing". So coo, I subm1t hés become the very concepth
©f "the writing process" as outlmed in- Senicr High

. .
’ English]course guides“‘.



P What ‘Kelly (1982) $aid’ of English coursest still

applies to today’s high schools:
® New: .programmes (not necessarily progressive'
B programmes). are developed, English 'teachers’
conferences come and go, school years come and
. go, students come and go, Yet things remain’
unchanged. (p. 70) -
The ‘reader might at this point note that children
seem to do a lot of writing - as a matter of fact jfhey .
seem ‘tc be - writing somethihg throu‘ghout most  of their
. school days. » The questxons are, though: what are they e

e - writing? .Why -arel' they writing? . For whom ‘are’ they ",

writing? The answers. are that they are all too often
‘ \thmg shc:r_ (less than a paraqraph ~ f111 t}Q—Blank t‘ype

“factual answers; to  show off théir capacity for rote

m‘emoriza'tion_: for their classroom tedcher as evalbator.

v . 7Again, the fea(_isr might ask, "Well what is .wi-onq with ..
that?" - Is._no_t: that \:hnefway teachers and students have
alwvays used writing? For goodness . sake, Yrou are not e

.-:zt ' t\ening us_not to have students wri;e, .are you? (

Most assured;j not! I am saying that students must ’ -

wrigg\ ﬁgugh more often, more substantially, more freely,

more creatively, more purposefully,ifor more audiences.

They ‘must use writing to help.them learn all content
materials, to -develop originality of thought, and to
enfiance their’ powers of thinking. They must éspecially - #
‘use writing mare extensively in all ‘areas of their »

f . « .
. curriculum, not just in Enylish classes.. - o .




Are Newfound®and schools any worse "off than other

. * schools [in this regard? The answer is "probably not%, byt

“egey ‘may be late in trying Mo ‘do something “about' .the”’

o . problem‘. Being late in adapg:ing new ideas -is perhaps what |
Newfoundlahd teachers neve 'been too rea?; o accept, Blt‘

. it is not quite axéu_sai:l‘e when we have at o»r\ disposal a. @
" widé boey ot 1 teratupe doqu.méntlng the writing Prcblems
identified and solutions proposed 1n jurisdictlons such as_

England, Scctland New Zealand, the United States! and in

Y'xh cth\r parts‘ of Canada~ * We should be in a pesition \to

. benefit from the, experiences .of these 6ther plages, but .

thus far we have largely samed to take advantage of them. @
vHow goes the situation in this ;_:rovmce,resembﬁz “hat .
- . ‘. wa’s (or is) true in other parts of the’ wqud’:’ What.
3 . evi:dence is there that writing is not being. used
effectively, or not being -used at all? Why. 'shv:a;xmx ¥
‘stpdalts Hrite?. If they should, why are they not deing
* so? What is to be - dane about the problem of a lack of L z

- writing, 1if indeed t‘.here is a problem? All af these are
a ¥

5 x relevant 'questions, not because they_. have bubnered me' L O
tnrough~ most of my, eighteeh-year caredr as; an; Enqlisn
Department Head in a Newfoundland high school but becauss " \ 5

L P they are glnbal concerns that have implications for all " : -
| hxqr;ﬂschools in this province. - 5 3

. & A\




,’Tﬂe-answering of these questionsl,will prcvide' both
the supstance, and the direction of thijg study.- In dbing
so, 1 uvx appeal to the reader frcm ;:he pefspectives of
persnnal experience, anecdotal evldence, phenomenological
reflections and representative selections from the vasr,

amount of literature on writing.

. . ey .
The purpose of this exercise is *o stimulate

awareness of the problem with wntxng, and to begin :m a

small way the tion of: the qf wnt‘&ng to its

'.rightfﬁl place in the Newfoundland high school curriculum.

A=

=, What Is' the Currenc‘ State of Writing
There is a stot}}y of a Neiwféundl’ahdef who went to
Bostcn dunnq the’ Depressmn to seek employ'me\t After °

i ngmg his home address as "Newfufndland" he was asked by
the interviewer, "What state is that in?". :

‘_'In a é;ate of starvation‘ when I left it", replied
the Newfoundlander. v b ' p .‘ ‘

Starvation is really no joke, but it may be a useful i
metaphor fér the-state of " whtmg in this province.

f Starvation is normally thought of in terms of a deficiency




of fo‘oi?f:ye’ body, bu‘t_ the metaphorical starvation®
tenda deficiency of food for the minds 'of young
. 'stude;)ts There ax:e mamy klnds of food for the body, yet
B only certaln fieds provlde prdcein., the substance needed

o - 'for physical growth. Likewise; there are plentaous foods

for the mind, such as televis on; rd.\p, newspapers,
il . ¢

éﬁ-‘ apd ‘art, yet only
writing may provide thét"fcoé‘neeqed for special ”ré_é of

books, discussions, lectures,

30
2 .intellectual .ahd personal growth. Thus, given th

apparent scarcity of writing.in Newfoundland high.schools, -
’ there may be starvation of too many young minds.’
= ‘How does that’ starvation of ‘writing manifest itself?
5 & X -'It" shows ‘itself in cl’assrooms wherever 'content .area
teacher‘s give too-frequent ‘objecéive tests, or fill-infthe

blank tests, .and too- fey éssay type tests, as it has

showed -itself in 'England (Britton 1975), in /Canada

(Fillion 1979), in America (Applebee 1961 and 1985) and im

o . Scotlana (Spencer 1983): it ;hows itse_lf_wherg students
write only to display their )‘mowledq; to a teacher as

evaluator (Applebee 1981, Fulwiler 1984). It shows Ia'-ts_elf

. in  classrooms wherein students’ are not given the
opportunlty to write frefly on topics that interest them,

rather than on teachet-assiqned topics (Elbow 11973} Allen,

1982, Olson 1985). It manife’Ets itself when English

teachers spend far too much time and effort fryinq to

teach grémmarrzt,ul_es, to the detrime&:-o’f writing, while

mist_akenly' believing that learni

of grammar “’,




- "

K prefequisite to learning to rite (Bullock 1975, Allen
1082, Elley, et i 1976) . ¥ : g

But what of the state of writing here in the
- Newfoundland high' school systen? ' Yes, here’ oo, .

’ <
lneptxtude or m1si.ntomat1on lgeeps the writing of students /‘d‘

to a- minimum, and' hinders ir.s adoption in varinus content
\ " aress [Fagan 1980). On a survey I conducted more than
§ 'aot of all teachers in one school dxstrxct admitted that
for them, writinq was  a -little used tool in their
classr::oms.‘ Informal discussions wi:h several teachers
1 ‘ ." from _various higl'.x §chopls throughout the province ._‘4
confirmed what this writer_suspected. the malaise which ‘
apparently infeqt‘s the state of writinq'can‘ be found in
" schools small and larqe, rural and‘urbhn. Only one’ school
. ) thus encountered was found to be workmg on a language
: - acrorss \:he curriculum pol].cy, which.of necesslty embndxod
a writing pohcy (Furey, 1987). ! "
Furthér evidence of the demise of writing in B g
Newfoundland High schools isn suggested by often lack-
*, lustre ‘performance on_ _public examinations, parti‘cularly
‘those in English language and literature. I often wonder, :
t)}uuqh, whether some of this difficulty is attributable to
- poor q\iesxioning on these exays. A further witness to the
S - _lack of writing in the high/schools is thé typical first
year student. at ‘Memorial University who, after all those

years of schooling, cannot approximate even a barely

acceptable level of es‘;ay' wri?cing (Francis 1986).
) . T




Throughout high schools, -and even into fourth level
univérsity English courses! students demand notes ‘and
structure of the sort’,w;nich would .allov ‘them to‘learn by
rote (Wolfe 1987). I submit that such rote learning - and
the déxand‘ for it - is promoted in high schools by the use
of shajart an;wer and abj;c\tive type questions on ‘a daily
basis. i

High §choo1 teachers frequently Compl\N'..[l about’
students who are unable to write. The same teachers
éomplain just 'as loudly - akout students w;lc just cannot

seem’ to think. These teacheré, out of frustration or

'perhaps out of lack. of acquaintance with recent x:eséarch

. flndmgs, fail to see a subtle irony in thexr complaints.
~

It is just a bit ironic that teachers fan to see the

poss1biljty that stl}dents cannot write because’ taachars'
g . z

‘have not taught them to write. It is even more ironic

that teachers fail to realize that- there is a strong
relationship between learning to write and learning to
think. - The frustration in the former instance likely
comes not from a lack of teacher effort, but. rather from a
misdirection of efforts. The tack of acquénintancevith
r‘esearch in the second instance 'ﬁrobably comes not from
teacher- apathy, but rather- from a lack of direcéion or
perhaps eve.n from stagna'tior{ du_e to lack of lnc;\entlve to
read and/or to upgrade qualifications. " . '

Whatever the reasons for poor writing and for poor

" teaching Rwritinq, it is appdrent that poor teaching of




_apparent purpose fof writing in 'schools, Ehen who . cares

/. » ¥ x
writing exists in this province, as it'has in the United
States, as Knoblauch and Brannon tell us. |

Writing is often taught as though it were a
mechanical act of selecting prefabricated forms
ion preconceived content; . as ~though it vere
othing but a range of technical. skills to be
delivered by nasters to apprentices through
lecture, then memorized and practiced until
proficiency: is achieved;. as though human beings
lack * verbal i until provide
them with it; as though the surface decorum of
texts were more valuable than, quality of
thought; indeed  as though decorum were
equivalent to intellectual quality. (p. 4)

&
It would be interesting, and hopefullyﬁstructiv‘e,\ to

{answer the:ques\:xon of why wrik\ing is not keing done bt

surely before doing that,.one needs to explain why writing’
should be dome.  After all,.if there i5 no; need ‘or

about why it is not being done? T © .

Thankfully, there .are many n_{ho do care about the
place’ of wri(iirp in schools - parents, administrators,
some. feachers in English and¢ in content areas, “prospective:
employers, - quite a few high school stude‘nts, and you, the
reader, for a lack of care would prevent your readii—xg of
this thesis. With your indulgence, I will point out a

Tunber of reasons for writing, from the viéwpoints of

writers both amateur and professional, young. and old, .

historical and mddern, neophy'tes and scholars. ;
The chapter to follow will have two separate, yet in

some whys complementary, parts. The first -part. will

conslst of a review of the literature 6n the question of { \

why teachers should teach writing. v
: ’

’




Thé 'se‘con‘d’ part will consist ©f anecdotal evidence
and phénomenoloqiéal reflections on the need fo: writing.
In neither instance should the evidance given- - be

" considered totally exhaustive. Rather, the entries are
representative of the - most trustworthy authorities om
writing - people who a’ctually engage thems.alvesiin the
process of writing at'all the levéls alluded t above.‘ In
that. sense then\, _’1 hope the \:wo‘divisiun‘s wilz complement

each other and answer t.:he question of why writing should

be taught. ] . : :




. CHAPTER II

WHY WRITING SHOULD BE TAUGHT

The child’s economic world is ‘a_wonderful
place, in which everybody is /dding th:.ngs

because he wants to do them. -
Stephen Leacock, 1944 -
A ~ s
h . % ) R M

"Writing is a' very natural act; children. want to': | Lo
/_ \Wrom a very young age and can do qb 1ong before they ]

learn such con\untionu as spelling, and perhaps evél long

before they 'enter _school" (Graves 1982). Pan: nf the
i writing problem-may well be that ‘the school experiences of
- children destroy the.ir .qatura‘l desire to write, so that by .
' the time‘ they 'teach high schooi they have lost this
natural glesu'e or . at least have suppresse?’\it for a
multitude of reasons. . .
.\Squire (11983) said, I;::}e urge to write and -
L] & . communicate ‘is more natural tWan the urge to read,: and‘lit L :
needs t;: be nouristxed from the time children tirst. enter

school" (p: 228). That children do have this -need to

e '+’ . communicate .should be ' obvious ?:u any teacher of

* kindergarten. Milz (1980) also qlv s evidence that even

. ‘ ‘kindergarten children can write, and want to write. This
: <>

writer has seen children in grade one wit; very. enq.aginq




-stories, and even picture books. They yse the device of

.invented spelling '(Gra‘ies 1982). to get over the "need" for

¥ . .
\-:_ spelling. ‘once an adult learns, with the chijd’s help, to

break this invented spelling:code, which might look like

this:i “GNYS AT WRK (Génius at Work)" (Bissex, 1980), he
7\’_ cannot fail to see' that children can write ‘and want to
ﬂ‘» write. Not too long ago there would -have been many

teachers who. would have . scoffed at the ‘very notinn‘ of -

chilldren writing so earlyyin their school  careers, but st~
& p‘eople are gradually accepting the reality that young

children can ‘indeed write. . i_ " ’
. . *'1If the urge to write isr a natugal one in young ! L
o children, could teachers assume that this urge .‘vcan be -
rekindled in oldér children and used to' furth\ef their
;:omm:ni;:ativevabuities?" Teachers in high schools w?_\:l'lfi
then be able to help their students’realize that writing

use -of its i

is a natural art, and help them make fig\

t s potentjal. \ "

'
The 1list of ‘reasons for writing is a rather

ex‘hgu’stive one. Some of the benéfits of {.earning to write
and pract‘icing‘ writing are what may be t_ermed
"intangibles". \ Among . these are: ‘self-fulfillment,
. therapy, escabe from reality, and a sense of power over
language . other benefits are more obvious. ?‘hese include x

_preservation of one’s culture, increased educational and

employment oppontunities, -improvement "of writing

> . . X
abilities, and a considerable increase in the facility for .




G learning” in'all content areas in which writing is used

affectgvely. . . e
. ’
I will relate each of these to available literature
and later, where possible, to anecdotal personal
% 3

- experiences in real classrooms. ‘.

£i1 t

nany prork of uriting confers its first benefit on its .
author. A -student, wrii:ing what he wants to express, is

creating his personality. He is discovering who ,he' is and

what it is .h‘e has to say" (Alien 1982, p. '15). Baker
(1971) supports this concept of self-fulfillment through
3 g . }

writing, He says: "In spite of the mapy electronic means

of reaching_ 'nur concéptual life, we X:st remenber that

Jl S —nothing .so sea’tching"enéaqes the individual’s mind, and

I soul, as trying to put himsélf on paper. Nothing so
) pleases as finding himself, there" (p. 16). R
Th need for sélf-aciualizatinn is one of the five [

N 3 . basic l}un{an needs as /pcstula‘ted by Abraham Maslow (1966). *

. fi tﬁat,need can be met by writing, then’ teachérs would be

) advlsed to encourage students to write. chvsuch writing ’ p
can be develaped will be discussed later in thJ.s thesls.
. Writing As Therapy Z : .
/< .Braha (1980) in her book, Therapy in Writing, makes a Loy

e .
v 'we}l documented ‘case for thée use of writing as ‘therapy.v i

She re;\/liewed the.use of writing as therépy from, the time \'v




v | . : ¢
of the ancient Greeks up until very recent times. Brand o

concluded. 3

. Fluency in iﬂ.t.ig may facilitate equivalent
gains in self confidemnce. At a deeper level,
writing enhances awargness; it helps individuals
reorganize their inner selves; it contributes to
personal integration and self affirmation. And g
of course, writing has its cathartic effects; it

w— supp11es emotional release. In truth then, the
- “act . of writing proffers broad therapeutic
= _benefits. (p. 2) * s 2 s

- o=
Brand cites examples ~of how Juch of the following
types of writing has been successfully used in therapy,. by
i g
various practitiuners' ‘gcgtry, journals, - diaries, »

letters, stories and notes. éhe is a ‘firm b ever’ in the’
tin

K8 abillty of classroom teachers to use Wi

¢
to. help

: : BT students with various sorts of psycholbglcal and perscnal

pmr/lems, a view shared by this,wtitar. ) s a :
4 . » I have had successful experience with writing as .
' .
i‘\ g e =Y therapy. Not all teachers would believe such a possible

use ,of writing, however, and Brand was well aware “of the
,
o problem. She ,said "Whether writing should primarily serve

the personal development needs of students or whether it .

should serve inton;ational, social, or purely cognitive
fuhctions is an issue that has surfaced repear.edly An
Amerlcan educution" (p. 45).

‘There 1likely is no real need /for such a tension,
i . pecause ‘it seems reasonable to assume that writing can

serve all‘ of these functions, concurrently and severally.

&z » . T oA %




Life is not always easy for adolescents. They live

v
in an._in-between world = too young on the one hand, and #

too old on the other. They aze expe:iencing’hyéicax,

mental and emotional growth, and there: are.persistent
fears that one’s 'growth patterns are slowed or even "/

» “abnormal. Life is °full of difficult, and often

conflicting demands. Van Den Berg (1972) asks "Why is &he
i attitude of an adolescent asymmetrical?" and then answers

fo T g questicn, "Because in his world there is nothing’

/ .+ ' permanent; everything is dubiéus and ‘there is ‘no

diYectio (p. 57). Adolescents seek a release valve. .

Sadly, for some, the ‘only release is suicide. _Suicide is

now the  third largest -cause of death for teenagers

'(stipple, 1981, 64). For perhaps a lucky few, the outlet J
they seek comes through their writings. Adolescent girls, -
I e * in particular, are inveterate keepers of diaries. Many
cthers,' of both sexes, write letters to ;dvice columns,. to
‘pen’ pals, ana >tg fan clubs. ' Still others turn to the

writing of poet‘r’y or fiction. for the release of ténéion, & R

as Hayakawa (1978) puts it:

/ From the point of view of the utterer, one of
. the most important functions of the utterance is
the relieving of tensions... , The novel, the 4
drama, the oems, like' the ,0ath opr. the
expletive, arise .in part out of‘an internal ¥
necessity when ‘the orgarism experiences a
serious tension, .whether resulting from joy;
grief, cQisturbance or frustration.. “And as a
. result of:'the utterances made, the tension -is,.
L to a greater or -lesser degree - perhaps only .
5 ’ _momentarily - mitiggted. (p. 129) .

4% e e T . £ i



Hayakawa (1978) fun:her states . that this "neod" for
escape from reality can be a fine source of “literature.
He givés the example of Edgar Rice Burroughs, a young man
who,) confined to his sick bed, escaped by writing the

Tarzan ad"i /?\E“"

ries (p. 132).

,O_therg%/lt-zs of greater repute also uséd writing as

an escape from physical handlqaps, and. though - the
handicaps exp.ri-nced by many adolescents might be fewer,
the escape they turn to is q\lit‘ c!t-n the act of writing.

It is xntsrastlnq that aven those uaalascents who choose

will o very often communicate their intentions or
their/ reasons in-writing. Other adolescents who have

suiclgal endencles 3 te their fr lons . and

.thoughts in° the form of postry., I have had experience

with such su%cidal adé;escanr.s‘, and will discuss these
3, .

later.  The possibilities for writing as therapy seem

worth pursuing in-all high schools.

Writing Gives Power Over Lanauage
/ "Reading ‘and its necessary twin,\vi'lting, constitute®
not merely an ability but a power" (Barzun 1971, p. 21).
‘This power that Barzun mentions is power, over the

native language of the writer, the power to use it for

catiom and for 1 growth_and -development.’

Richards elaborates “on this development. "We learn
through what we have learnpd. Some powers have to be
f ° /

-
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Nkichards 1971, p.
43) 2 LIS ¢ .

4 ;
acquired before we can acquire others

Barzun (1971) echoss that idea: "It should have been
obvious‘that self-expression is ‘.real ox:lly after the mfans
‘bo it have been acquired" (p. 22). This ”mea'nsl to self
e)gpr‘ession" is language, and Barzun believes that writing

is the tool whereby géople_best develop this power over

~

lancjuage and thus the power of self-expression. Bushman -

'(1984) very appropr‘iately sumned up‘ the importance of this.

sense of power to all students: -

The joy of disqovering effective 1anguage.a'r1d L

manipulating that language tq. express an idea
creatively is a goal that should be attaiped and
cherished in every writing class, whethér that
class . be English or one ‘of the many content area
classes., (p. vii)
The "manipulating of languaée" Bushman referred to can
best * be accomplished in the act of writing,, in which
. 5 < . .
manipulating is very important. Speaking of the act of
writing, Sartre (1965) sgid, "one is not a w{itex" for
having chbsen to say certain things, but for having chosen
to say them in a certain way" (p. 19). ~ It.is this
"choosing, to say things in a certain way" or fmanipulating
the language} that gives to the writer a sen‘se of power

over ‘langua ’

The sense of power over 1 gained by

*in high school cannot have the Aimpact of that gained by

beginning writers, as described by Richards (1971) but the

pursuit of pcwé:’ over language would be a yorthwhile one:




The' acquisition of ,this first manual-optical
notation (writing) for verbal languege can give
the learner a new power of control over and
check upon . all that , he has been mun@ging
hitherto so skxllfully thh ear and tongue. It
can do more than this: It can -offer-hin an
instrument with which he can' examine at another
tempo and in another form for the first'time the
miracles he has been accomplishing fleetingly in
speech. With written language and step-by-step
through the process by which he learns its use,
he can come into a new cqgnizance of what he has
been talking of and hearing - about only. He
gains, in brief, 'means of exploring and
comparlng he fever had before. (p. 67) :

Adolescent writers. need to be given ﬁlenty of
opportunity to develop this ’facility ’fcx exploring and.
comparing, a fac;hty best developed thrauqh instruction *
and practice in wntmg by interested teachers, Rifio Yiae '
love f'or the lal:xguaqe and'a love for its power.

) P AN
Writing Helps serye Culture

o, .

All claims to the contrary notwithstanding, ourss

is still a written culture: our wisdom, our

excellence, indeed our information, are:-for the

ost part still housed in*such a way that only
( hose __who can handle . the written form of

{langudge with facility can gaxn access to them.

(Batrow 1982, pi~37).

Surely proper teaching of writing can and. must

prnviée~ all students with .this access .to the written

< .
culture. If not, the ability to write may become once

dgain, as it was centuries ago, elitist. . It may be 80
already, for Hendrix (1975;) believes that "Writing ability

. ol
is unevenly distributed in our society along class lines".

.
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Hayakawa (1978) also relates the impdrtance of

writing fo the preservation and the. sharing of one’s

T
«culture. He said that: =
. To be able to read and write, therefore; is to
< - -learn’to profit by and take part in the greatest
¢ of human, achievements - that which makes all

other achlevements possible - namely the pooling
of our experiences in great cooperative stores
P of knowledge, available (except where special
privilege, censorship, or suppression stand in
the way) to alZ. (p. 11) & i

His statement at once expounds the benefits of

teaching writing, and remind‘educators that class.is not
the only barrier to literacy. 'here are barriers of
government privilege, censorship and oppression that are
“lery_ real. “still, the positive aspect nust be stressed-
that . knowledge of writfhe permits people both: Jto
cont‘r_ibuce to ‘and partake in, their culture.

Walcutt (In Baker et al., 1971) expresses a similar
thought in me:ap}{oricai-lanqua&;e.' “The realms of gold,
the hoardings of the world’s great books, exist only in
- books and, by virtue of the' art of writing." (p. xiii).

) Richards (In Baker et al., 1971) agrees with Walcutt.

. He said that "The command &f the written mode of uttefance
with the increased control it gives man over his ‘meants’,
has been the chief source of what is to be valued in

" civilization® (p. 75). - . )

Thus wt;tlng should b& taught for what it can .and

does cor\tribute to ourfculture and civilization.

S




Writing I PPOL ties

It has already been noted that college freshmen are
expected to be able to write.  Since some of the
" adolescent population will invariably go to college, then
it seems necessary that someone teach them to write. In
mdny instances young people are either accepted or
rejected for college based on their ability to write
coherently. As corbett (In Whiteman, 1981) says, "Society
can and does make some legitimate judgments abodt the
quality of one’s mind from the conditions of, or_\e's‘
writing" (p. 50). i
Hendrix (In Whiteman, 1981) tells us that there. is
much more writing required in the modern workplace than
%ould be imagined by many people who feel writing to be a
. useless ability. He ‘tells us that many -stores, offices
and the military have had to adopt tralni.nt; programs to
build weiting skills within their ranks.
Whiteman ~(1981) suggests, that too many’ English
"« teachers in particular do not know what kind of writing is
required .in the workplace. This may be an argument in
.favoul; of writing-across-the-curriculum, particularly in

business or industrial arts courses, in which - the

instructors may help English te and their

with work sSpecific writing 'skills.




Writi oves Writ

If yo;: could recommend one thing to imprnv.e the
quality of writing done by high school students, what
would it' be? The answer given by 75% of high school
teachers in one school district was some variation of
"give ‘them more‘writing". Forgetting the app’:rent
hypocrisy _6f recﬁwding but ﬁnot doing writing, it is
interesting to note the degree of consensus about tk'xe
usefulness of writinq to 'unprove‘ writing. This notion has
some support in the literature.

Tamura and Harstad (1987) say that the best way to
have students write better is to have them write rore (p.
256). They advocate the use of frsg writing as a w’riting
tool for the learning of social studies. '

J\:\dy and Judy (1981) are very much in favour of the
goncept of lea;ning to v{rite by writing. They said:

To us, the great body of research and informed

speculation’ about writing (not to mention the

common sense and collected experience of
generations of teachers) points directly to the -
conclusion  that wntmg is learned through
ex;.uex.-iem:e, that is, writing is learned by

writing. (p. 17)

Judy and Judy antlclpate the question, "If peodple can:
learn to write by writing, ‘then why do they not learn to
write on their own?". They point out the fact "that many

professional writers claim they have learned to writé, on

their own, 6 after unsuccessful writing experiences in

school.




In spite of these comments and similar ones by
Fulwiler (1980); (Elbow 1973) Shuman (1984) and Raleigh
(1927) there would a‘pplar to be alneed for caution.
In;prove-ment in writing which depended on nothing m‘ore than

- unsupervised _practice. would 1likely produce very poor
results. Perhaps the key point here is that without
practice, the effects of any instruction in writing would
also be minimal. I submit that teachers a‘ct in the
direct;i.o-n, of too little practice, with p;edn:table loss to
writing dev‘elopmem:, )
Writi e. p Across

* There is a g‘rowin_g' }a§dy of literatgfe on-the concept

, of writing as a mode of learning. Some thaori;ts think of
_‘writing as -a unique mode of learning.

Baker (1971) sSays "Writing 'is a kind of moment-by- -
moment problem solving that exercises us along the very
edge of thopght itself. Thus writing forms and clarifies
thought" (p. 14).° Baker quotes Darwin who had said that ’
writir;g "led me to see the errors in my. reasoning ‘and- in
1;\y observations or those of others" (p. 14) .‘ )

Richards (In Baker. et -al., 1971), points out ‘the
relative advantages of writing over speech as a way of
developing the mind. i

We 'cann.ot easily: in speech, in pre-literate

speech especially, .compare one way of saying

something with another way of saying it. And

yet "nothing more marks the edugated mind than

this. We cannot, while spe g, linger to
weigh doubts, to qualify, to erentiate, to




revise ... without becoming unbearable. While
writing, we can and we should. . (p. 74)

Emig (1977) believes that writing is a powerful mode

of ' learning '"because writing as p;ccess-axid-product
possesses a cluster of attributes that correspdnd uniquely‘
to certain powerful learning strategles" (p. 122).
" Flower and Hayes (In (.;regg and Steinberg, 1980),
outline.a cognitive process model of the writing process
which they developed through a method called "p‘rotoccl
analysis". They too feel that writing can be a :uode of
1earﬁin’g. L . i

.The Bullock Report (1975) touched 'pn the role of
writing in lea'x:ninq. . "In the prach{ce of writing the
chilc’l left alone with his evolving utterance, is engaged
in’ generatxng knowledge for himself" (p.'50). (Some would.
argue that he is also generating knowled_qe M;‘ himself.)

Shuman (1984) says "“the f‘undamen‘ta}‘ rationale for
encoyraging writing in all classrooms\ is deceptively
simple: students who write about topics understand them
bet‘ter"' (p. 54). \These topics could come from any cont;nt
area. " '

y

Similarly‘, Raimés . (1980) -~ defined writing as. "a

< . - .

process ' in which ideas are formed and reformed,
: —~~

inseparable from thinking students who use their language

,abxlltres to . explore Ldeaspsynthesize, and communicate *
are actua].ly learhing the, subject matter more fuq (p.

799). = " .




Judy and ~Judy (1981) also h‘ava some interesting
thoughts about writing and learning. They say "unless you
can wr“ite it, you do_n‘t understand it" and "writing is
inextricably bound up with the.making of ideas" (pi 14).

Elbow (1973) tells writers that "meaning is not what
you start out with, but what you end up with" (p. 15). He
then reiterates this with an admonition to think of
writing nPt as a way to transmit a message but as a way .to

grow and cooksa message" (p. 15).

P
Mar’ti}x, ‘Darcy', Newton and Parker (1976) showed how
Ghildren &an be encourat;ed .to make sense of new
information by writing about .it, and us_ingvr it to t‘hink
with. This requires writing in all areas of ' the
cu;'riculum‘ a;\d it requires _teachers who want to get
involved with StaagEEs G Fhe development of writing

stra”tegies. .
. Sper}cer (1983) agrees with writing ;crcss the
curriculum-as ‘a means of Jeai'ning in all subject areas’.
He says ""The 'basic point is the same for writing in

English and in other® subject: .get the pulpose clear and'

do the thinking needed to achieve it: that thinking is an

important part' of learning ané‘ desired quallti;s' in
writing will result from it" (p. 112). : ’

- At this point, the- reader may be wondering whether
most pof the concerns about writiné have not been addressed
and possibly corrected fln ?ther 'areas. : Recent’

publications assure that these probiems have not all been

E 3 -




solved. Olson (1995) quotes Carnegie_ Fou)‘.datmn Presidént
Ernest Bnyer,' who says that "writing should be taught
across the curriculun; because clear writing leads to cleak,.~w
thinking; clear thinking #s the. basis: of clear writing" ~ .
(p\'r 1‘02).. Boyer thus reiterates the notion of a ‘clear !
connection ‘bétween writing and thinking, and at the game
time states-that wi\ting is not yet bejng. taught across
* the cur;'rlculum. - ) ) \
In discussing the reforms called for in A Nation at
Risk (1983), Langer ana Applebee (1985) suggest that "More

effective teacﬁind of ‘Writing c¢an. be an essential

of any 1 ré‘:om{' (p. "36). They go on

to ‘specify that to improve' the qual}ty'of‘ teaching of . bi

writing would .be to improve the quality of thinking. =
Smith- .(1982), in correcting what he_calls a myth that

"writing involves transferring.thoughts from the mind to

. paper" (p. 793), notes how: ~ . . .. .
‘writing can create id®as and’ experiences on
o - paper which could never have existence in the
e mind (and possibly not the- "réal world" éither). | v
3 . Thoughts are created in the act of writing, i
. which changes the writer just ‘ag’ it o anges the .
paper -on which the text is produced. Many . -
. -authors have eaid that their'books know: more
than they ,do; that they cannot recount in detail
what thau- books contain before, while, or after
they write then. Writing is not a 'matter of
taking dictation from yourself; it is more like
" a conversation with a, highly rgsponsxve and
reflective other person. (p. 793) D

= It is possible to surmise:from these comments that -

Smith is a believer in the usa,of writing as a mode of

b : learning, and a unique ‘mode at that.
: . <




. ® ¥ by
y .separating the knower from .the known
Havelock, 1963) writing makes possible
. increasingly articulate introspectivity, opening
Pooe e the psyche as never before not only to the
. . external objective world quite distinct from
. itself but also to, the internal self against
whom the objective world is set. (ong, 1982, p.
105) *

These writers and many others have strong beliefs in 4
the usefulness of writing' as a wWay of 1earning: sadly,
too many school teachers do not share such a belief, -so
that what was true for 'Leacock (1944) may well be trus‘ of
many schools today. "It- v)ritinq] is still thought of as
1f it meant strmg words together, whereas in reality the’ o v

main part of it: is, ’thmking,'" (p. 3). v

s - "y 3 . . ~ o
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‘- ¢ What the. .r ces of Teacher Sa .
: About Writi Self-fu llment s

I sit in a 4 x .8 shoe” box of a room 1n the Queen
Elizabeth I Library, writing this thesis. . Around me are

" the dozens of books and ]ournal artlcles‘ I have gathered

over the last@, together w1th the blue cards and the

P green cards I have lised to organize my notes. The room is
‘ ra brick prison with only a tabte and a few shelves. I
- think back to my study room at hn‘r‘ne, w.hilch was also small,

with a desk, chair and some shelves full of books. That »‘

room was no.,',pr’ison.' It .wa§'happy with frequent’ visii:‘; .

‘from my 10Ve.ds‘0nes “to chper me on in my writing and stu?y.

i The uhoughts of my home are then shqtter by the

LI realxzatxon that all my writing done over the course of

the winter has come. to nothing. I have scrapped virtuany ~ E




all of it. Here in my writing cell T attémpt to salvage _
some ideas, some notes, but they are few and unins‘piring;\

Yet strangely/ out of this 1mprisonmentlhas come R
something qocd. I feel.I have begun c/o, rehabilitate,” to )
rejuvenate, but ma:.nly to grow. Now I see thavt I was in
too much haste to do my thesis. I was trying to leap over
r‘h.e process to get to a product, any product; so long as *
it would léad me to” convdcation, soon.- I v'las being a
hypoz’rite of the first order, because I was reluctant to °
do that which I advocate £for my awr; high school students=-

S ‘.
revising and rewntmq. e .

hNow rememher why I started this. program in the
first place - it was pride in my- ability that led me to
apply. I felt that I had somethir\ig to prove to myself. I,
am a believer in the, tenet ;:hat if something is worth
dning, it is worth doing well.
I know that this crdeal of writing a thesis w111 4 Ve
strengthen my knowledge base in writing, and will mlake me
a better teacher and department head. Perhaps I am moving | ©

closer "to the attainment of .self-actualization which

Maslow.(lesé) posited as the hlfghest of human needs. when‘
this thesis is finally accepted, I will'be a very proud
man,-but more than that, I will be a better man for having
pdéhed myse}f out to new horizons, and as Baker (1971)‘I
said, for- ha#ving "found myself there" in my writing, What =< \

more could a would-be scholar ask? =




There is a ctyipq need to arouse in high s:fhcml
students the desire to write freely and honescly so that
-they too can share the "first benefit .af. writing", as
Allen (193.2) puts it. This wr(iter has seen dozens of
students réalize that pleasure over the years, especially
si;n:e he intréduced journal writing to the sgients.

There are adolescents out there who write for
- ' pleasure, who write for self-discovery, who write for the
pure joy of finding themselves #n writing, who write to
% ¥ s 'expiate feelings of guilt, who write to express otherwise

hidden desires or 'fears and for a host of other-reasons.
.'It’is a lucky teacher indeed who is permitted (trusted) to
read some of these writings, for this open Vritlng is not
& shared w,‘U:h many.' I have been fortunate to be so trusted
. and wlu share some of these experlences with the reader.

s Throuqhout, my contenticn w;u remain that writing should

be tfught moré sensibly and sensitively!
- T e

changed and slight details altered td respect
" the privacy of all students referred to.
Sara
? .
Sara was s_ixtgen years old when she arrived in my
Language 1101 class. Her mother had left her husband on
§ 7 :

the east coast, and was now living common-law with a local

. »

Note: In this section names of students will be,




man. Sara still Joved her father, and still wrote him.

»
: 8 She was embarrassed about. her mother’s behaviour and they
o ,constantly .argued. She was, clearly an obstacle ‘to her
4 . mother’s happiness. Meanwhile, her father was. an
.

alcoholic and either could not or would not get custody.
_ Sara was extremely upset and very withdrawn in class..

. How" then did I find out all this information? The -
medium of communication vas a journal Sara kept as part Df
her Engnsh course. The first entry . required some

B background information, thus the source;of<the révelation
“about the mave to Port Aux Basques.

3
Th€ rest of this information- wa.s only slowly revealed

as'I reacted to her writings by writing back. ere cane
a point. at which 1 grev alarmed. One ‘particular en’try"
showed Sara to be very depressed, and hinting of @_ak;nq"
some drastic action. This ‘%time I wrote back to her

suggesting that she talk to me after school.

Her next day’s journal entry was very surprising.
sara said that there was no need to talk, because simply
writing down her problems to a trusted’ friend made the
problems m#re bearable. She alsol said that she realized
- : some of her daughtez‘-mother conflu:r.s were her fault. )

After that, Sara’s writing showed less pessimism, sl whe
G is now a well-adjusted high school graduate.
i : Other .students from ‘time. to time would use their

i 7 journal writings as therapy. Their one concern was that

the journal would not be seen.by anyone but the teacher.




The problems thus dealt with run the gamut from boy-

girl conflicts to subject learning problems. ‘Many of

these the teacher could not even attempt to solve; many
more may have been solved simply by "talking" to someoné
about them, through writing - writing that existed because

one teacher encouraged journal vrltinqt

- =
A teacher can expect almost anything from students at

times, and one 'thinq an English teacher can expect is
unsolicited writing - especialiy poetry. - inva‘riaialy,
there will be one or ;.;.lb.students per ‘year who dabSle in
poetry, and will ask the opinion of one -or ﬁore teachers
about the relative merits of a poem or two. ¥

Paula’ was such a student - she vas ,a talented
.

seventeen 'y‘ear old who seemed to have the world on a

~ .
string - she had influential parents, money, intelligence,
good’ looks - everything to make an adolescent girl happy.

She was a songwriter, musician and a budding poet.

" Her poetry appeared to be quite good, full of

impressive vocabulary, and lively imagery, exptessinq a

_ contented view of “life. I .enjoyed each and every one of
\

them, and almost failed "to notice the gradual shift in

subject matter and imagery until the poems were all
concerned with death, dying and implicit wishes for death.
I was not sure how, to contend with this new poetry,

but tried talking with. Paula. The talk revealgd that

Paula had submitted some of what she felt to be her better




poems to a well known Newfoundland poet, and he had‘jus’t
devastated her hopes ®ith a savage pen. Paula very soon
sto;?ped writing poetry and has not written since. There
were, no'suicidal thoughts at ald, contrary to what I had
feared. Her dark poetry had worked as a so‘rt of therapy
to help her deal with feelings of rejection,

For other adolescents, writing as therapy has been
manifested in diaries, stories, and letters that never got
maile‘d, but, thrown into a wastebasket. It is a rare, but
worthwmle applxcation of writing, anq -more student:_s need
to be introduced to its value. Teachers can make that
introduction. ; ’ . i

Writing As An Esi om Reali 5

Newspaper and magazine gdvice col’umns abound izith‘
letters written by troubled (but mostly curious)
teenagers. Pen pal clubs kave high ;nemberships. Fan
clubs for stars ar/e delugeﬁ with ietters from adolescents.

All these have one common factor: the ability ' of
one’s wrxtxn.g, to take one far away from the ordinary, »
vmundane daily 1ife, -into a world of fantasy so common to,
and so necessary to adolesceld-nts. . People whose arm must be
twistgd to ' write a history paper, scramble to write
letters to pen, pals as soon as a letter is received.

(This is often done in class while the teacher lectures!).

.
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Other students fill their textbook covers with witty
sayings, or love poecry: still ot};ers write suicide notes
on their "last will and testament".

I have encountered one qix:l wha‘ wrote '"true
confessions" type stories in which the main character was

clearly a girl like-herself. - P
Tanya ’
T Tanya comes from a really poor family. She did not
have a wholé. lot' of difééreht clothes, and what she'did
have was too mature for a young girl. She \:las. fifteen
going on twe;’xty—five in her actions. She appeared to h%ve
delusions of grandeur. At least five tm\es during the
year she asked me to read "storles" she had written. They~
were all soapy and shallow, ~but': all Mad similar trfemes: a
poor. young girl overcomes her background, marries a rich,
handgome guy and 1fves happily ever after, \;enqefully
refusing to help her domineering, mother.’ Only minor
details ©f names, locations and manner of meeting were
ever changed from one story to the next. .
’l‘anya’s writing was claar‘ly an outlet for hey.
fr:ustratwns and an escape from the reality of her life
situation. There is not a Ching wrong with that use of
writing and it is something to be tencouraged, and built

upon.

Who knows,. Tanya may even learn to write original

stories and work as a professional writet.




Perhaps - few things encountered in a teaching
situation are so aifficult to de;l/vlith as the studentvvtlhc
says "I don’t know what to write about" or "I know what I.
want to say, but I can’t get it down c%n paper".  The
tendency of a teacher is to treat either of. these‘?cmments
as an excuse to avoid work. 7
AY frequently used techmque would be to ask the
student to make an satiins: € get his or her thoughts
scraxghc, but that will nomally lead to the same’ sort of
confusion. ®what ‘that sort of . student may need is the

opportunify. to freewrite, to get'a chance to have the

- "feel" of getting words down on paper. S/he may write

about whatever,"s/he fsels -like writing at the’moment,
pérhaps even zepeatédly writing dov:m a sentence sui:h.'as L
don’t know 'what to say", until a thought strikes.him andv
he writes that downi. ’ b

g
ichar

Richard was a student in Bas‘ic English 1102, a course
meant for the bottom twenty five perceht of students in
Level.I. Placement .in the class. is based on-achievement
in Language at the Junior High School. Richard was -shy,
withdrawn. and hesitant in ‘speech, He would never ask
questions and barely mumbled- a ﬁr{ef "I don’t knéw" in
response to any question from the teacher. . His

handwriting and spelling were very poor, and his use of

sentences was limited. No matter what the nature of any




writing exerciss’, Richard’s lengthiest response was

limited to about three lines. He usually started later, =

and finished much earlier than other students. .
As the year progressed, and’as' requirements for

writing became more demanding, Riéhard's production fell

to a standstill. Time for writing for him became the time’

to have to go to the bathroom. I began to wonder whether -

this might not have to be the first student ever to be

demoted to grade -n—ine, but then curjosity as we’ll as

concern led me to try to see what made Richagd tick.

® I began by a;king ‘.Richard to introduce himself, his

‘like's, dislikes and background, _his hobbies, fears and

hopes. I-got the first’ four-line autobiography I had ever

seen; but decided to uée that to get Richa.rd writingl

Richard was invited to try freewriting, at first w!..th
suggested topics by the teacher, but’ la‘ter on anything he
wanted. I read and reacted to each piece 6f writing in a
positive way, especially praising any increase in length
of - presentation. The growth in amount of writin’gv was very
slow, but the handwritmq somehow meroved dramaticauy,
as d1d\ the neatness of the papers. Before tgo long,
Richard an\nounced to t}ne tegcher, “Sir,' I wrote a story
for you 1a‘s\\:ighc".' The story v;as a personal experiénce
harra{ive about a fishing trip he had taken. "I said“, nr

thought you couldn’t write, Richard" "Boy, this is good

s(ff" e : o
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. At least twice a week from ‘that day on, Richard
arrived with an unsolicited piece of writing for me to
check. He still did not speak upyin class, but his level
of new confidence in language was very apparent. (The
next year of school, by the way, Richard’s essay \zas
judged third best in a regional Education Week esday
contest) .

Since the experi‘ence with Righard about five years
ago, I have begun each new year with having each student
introduce himself "in written form as standard procedure.
The personal information gained is practical, but the
samples of writinqv and inherent attitudes tcward; it are
even more so. They allow me to. see:which pupils already

have some power over language, which frequent writing.both

f./ -

. - 2
This province has had a long oral tradition of

folklore. Wisdom about medicine, skills of ship building,

manifests and instills.

1lps Preserv:

stories—of brave deeds -- in short, all of our cultural
heritage has been part of the oral tradition passgd on
from old to young.

That culture is quickly being lost a'ue” modern
conmunications and forms of entertainment which may make
the fireside‘éhat with grandpa seem dull by comparison.

It is incumbent upon teachers to help préserve the




pride of culture in students, and this presents a unique
opportunity to learn to usevwriténg.

Students in Language 2101 are.taught to do various
kinds of research, including thé interview. All students
are required to do a T:J%se'in Culture 1200. I combined
elements of these t courses . and had students do
interviews with senior citizens about by-gone days,. trying
to collect a sort of .tomposite pi’cture of life in a
typical community. The interviews could be taped, but
they had to be transcribed for the classroom collection.

' The efforts at t;anscripticn were useful in promoting
awareness of dialect, as well as awareness of standard
English,” but more importantly,'ihéy promoted an awareness
of the impérta;ce of writing. to the preservation of

¢ \ X v

culture.

The response to such writing demands w"as @
overvhelping. Students of all levels of ability found out
that thj; too could write something important. It would
have taken little effort to -get some of these pupils
further involved in writing about their culture by helping
them write poems, stories‘ or plays based on some of the
experiences. Likewise, it would be possible: to usg\the
interviews as interdiscipli;;ry studies, by working “at
mathematical, - political 'and_ _~social -aspects .of their

grandparents’ days. LA : & -

The possibilities are nearly limitless, and the short

and long term benefits of such writing cannot be measured
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in terms of dollars and cents. Writing can be relevant to
everyday life, and should be taught for that reason too.
i\

0! da; [o] (=}

I had a -somewhat huﬁbling experitnce “several years

" . ago when cont‘;'ont:.ed by/ the c'wn'er of a local hardware
store, who at one time had _bee_n a teacher. His complaint
was that most of the applicants for a job at his store ‘5id

. not have Vthe ability 1;0 write a proper letter of
! application, in spite oflhaving graduated, from - high
school. He said tl{at while the form and’ spelling were

bad, the real source of concern for hifi.was ' the lack of

clarity in the 1ett;rs. He was not °*quite sure.- whethe'r

some of them wanted to get a job or wanted to order.

something from his store. g

The  relevant question for’ English teachers, and for )

- all educators is this: Ho;z many more employers are ther’e

f “who get equ;lly deficient jo‘b 'appfications? How many of
our graduates fail: to land jobs because of a lack ~of
writinq skills? Then, when pecple are hire/d,' how

: . L frustratinq must jt be for compames to either cover up'
blunders or have to set up programs to give employees

V basic writing skills trainan’ '

Teachers must be more acco\gntable for theu products’.
b They must teach writing of all sorts, or else they have to

accept some responskbility for failure to do so.




During the encounter vitl'm the aforen;e'ntléned
bus}ne;§mun, in attanpéinq £ ratiol:\alize my apparent
failure, I told the businessman that all the really good
graduates ;’éoff'to col‘]'.egerr university, ‘While the less
able try to seek employment. ' .

\-The' facts. did not bear out. that gxplanatiun. Too
many hidh sdhool graduates -either fail to cope with 'post
secondary studies or find, the transition very difficult.
Both students' and profe’ss‘ors would agree that-dne of the
prime causes of poor performance- at university isethe
inability to write coherent essays ur'nssignments, much
less conduct effective research based writing. ’

Otﬁer high school - graduates,- who enter one of the’

" technical colleges, the Marine Institute, or th‘e' community*

colleges, encounter similar difficulties with writing, as‘

their instructors willingly attest. N

The essence of the matter is that adolescent students
in high schools learn nei_ther_ ;cholarly, nor te‘chnical hor
business writing,' yet, thfre are courses‘ in each' type of

writing in'the high(school system. "

writing. f . B
d L 4 s iy
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idga that writing iniprcve; riting. This nmakes sense if
you f‘ollowv the dictum "practice makes p;frfect".
I have never runm an experiment to prove or disprove .
such a contention. 9
One thing is certain. Whether writers improve t}:eir
writipg b)} vriting ax: not, it seéms c{ear that they will

not improve their writing by not writing.

'P_erh'aps ono/ ought to ’cunclude that writing with

thoughttul \a‘nd caring coaching (by a teacher) will impiove
writing. ’ 7
- u = g A
Writing Helps Learning Across The Curriculum %
Thoughtfully prepared writing assigmn'gnts ~can make a
real difference in student attributes and student learning

_of.-content area;. .
‘For the last three years I have h'ad the experience of
teaching the course Health 1100, in addition to a full’
Joad of English t;(ourse_s. . During the first two years I
taught. hy‘ t}ze boc:k and: with the \;sual‘attempts to get at
the "faccs". of health edncation. The questions I ‘set for.
students were all based directly on factual in‘fcrmationru
available from, either the text ;::r the  notes. The pass
rate eéch year was quite high, even though the class groupt

consisted of lower ability students. -
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The course was not particularly enjoyable for mew and
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l'ikel_y very dull for the students_‘. They probably learr;ed
very 1little, except for whatever was required to get them
through the final exams.

This past year, the course was d{tferen}: in ‘many
ways. I was given two small groups of Health 1100, and it .

’ was a. toss-up which one had the least cnr)ncernad, 1east‘
motivated, least capable students. They had probably been
in too many courses such as this one already.

The big difference was thar; since beginninq» research
on. writing, I had gained some understanding of the
possible role of writing in the contenf areas. "Why not
teach health using writing?“,' I asked myself‘b

. Years of frustration said that these students would
not adapt to writing, but since hope springs eternal in

the human breast, I began the course.

First, there were the usual “"hellos" and pronises fore
t:he course. Then each student was asked to tell:me about
himself in written form. Having a teacher with two heads
would have. caused no more of a st;ock. "But thhg ain’t ’
Er;glish, it’s Health, sir!" B

I ‘could see th{s was going to be easy.

Time went on and they graduaily became used to other
weird. writings: a letter to -Bishop Martin Mate in
response to his editorial in the Newfoundland Churchman on

the question of A.I.D.S.; a letter to .the minister of

health about teenage drinking; an interview with a
ra .

B




potential suicide victim; an editorial on wa‘te‘r pollution;
a story about a teenaged drug addidf:; a character profile
of an anorexic; an advertisement against smok.inq; .a speech
to childrenoon the dangers of drugs; a play involving some
aspect of family conflicts and a comparative study of teen
pregnancy years ago and now. X ) ,

in all these, emphasis was placed on content, and
 help vas given in revifing, The students were so busy
writing that.no tire vas found to view the _film.s‘that had

‘een a Ymust" part of the course in'other years.

Te What then of the course rl{aterial "coverage"? The
st\_zdenis covered all ~re_1evant chapters and all major
topics_. “More' than that, ‘they ]:earned some real things
about health related matters. 'They enjc;yéd the course,
and they learﬁed to see writing with a.new respect. They
were not bored b;liti’l Health 1100. ’

Cc:uldrwritinq of that type be done in other courses?
Definitely, yes. I also applied man such  writing

principles to Literature 3201.

can writing promote learning? - Theré are at least
v . :

8 \
twenty-five students of Health 1100 who/ will tell you
"Yes, it can".

We need more teachers involved in more efforts to use

writing to aid learning.




CHAPTER III *
WHY WRITING IS NOT BEING TAUGHT MORE EFFECTIVELY

-Iron rusts from disuse, stagnant water
loses its pirity and in cold weather becomes
frozen: even so_ does inaction sap the vigor—of
‘the mind. *

)
Leonardo da Vinci

* "The person who writes stands up to be 'shot," says
Barzun (In Whitemann, .1981).

Thank heavens that "is nut\}itarally true, “but given
the. apprehensx‘ona abuut . writing and the difficulty many
people have with writing, -one might think that there must
be some firing squad set up to execute would-be writers.

Why igJit, then, that high school students do mot
write more, and why is ié_ that high 'schuolfteachers do not
teach -b;riting more eftectivel&? The reasons -are many,.
Some of them lie within the hearts and minds of students,
while others have more foundation in the' actions of
teachers (cr lack thereet) .

One factor that is common to students and teachers
alike is the parception that writing- has little relevance
in thisl modern world. But as Barrow (1982) assures us,
"odrs is still a written c;uture" (p. 37). Furthermorwe,
writing has been shown to be important for learning and

for‘a great many other benefits” to students. If anything,

writing is more relevant now than it has ever been. ,




It would be instructive then, to consider why many
students do not like to write, and why teachers do not do

a godd job with teaching writing.

The Student’s View of Writing

Fof the typical student, writing is very difficult,
but in that sense, students are not unique. Raleigh
(1927) said "to write perfec‘t prose is neither more or
less difficult ‘tha'n t8 lead a perfectr life" (p. 13).
Students should be told that writing is difficult but
wortl:nwhilé work™> M‘any worthwhile learning activities are
difficult, but that should be a challenge to studehts.~’
Smith (1981), speaking on the difficulty of 'writing, °
points out that children will do hard work if they believe
it is worthwhile, and he reminds us that "onl)} work which
seems to have no point or producti‘.le outcomeé is aversive"
(p. 795). » . ' ' % .

" Part af’th‘e d{fficulty in writing comes from a fear
of the risks of writing. when you speak, thex;e is always
the defense tha‘f. you did not‘ actually "say" what sc;ﬂeone
thought you did; but when you write you put yourself on
display, and what you said is more difficult to deny - it
is there in black and white! )

Sartfe .(195,5}) says ':ne ose-writer is quite capable
of expressii!g what he wants to‘say; he "says too much or

not enough; each phrase” is a ‘wager, a risk éssumed: the
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more cautious ;)e is, the more attention the work attracts"
(p. 31). ‘ .

Bereiter and Scardamalvia (Ix;' Freedman, Pringle and
Yalden, 1983) say that "writing a long essay is probabl)g
the most’ complex .constructivé act that most human beings
aré ever expected 'to perform" (p. 20). They point out_
that other more complex acts are assigned onl'y to
speciallsts, while essays are ;ssiqned to every child in .
school. ‘

Students need to be helped to overcome th
difficulties o’f wr}?inq, but .they sometimes do not get" -
help. ' ' .

As a. result of the risks and the difficulties of
writing, students ‘find writing to be a very great source
of anxiety. "By ité very nature’, writing is an anxiety-
producing activity. Writing is reéxamining values, and
n;:thinq produces morg anxiety *or :he human being than
reexamining widely ya'ccepted values and searching for a way
of justifying and articulating the reexamination"
(Atchity, 1986, p. 33. 3

Glatthorn (1981) states that some of this anxiety is
caused by jn:cgnitive Qve.rl‘oad", since” the composing

process is complex, in that it involves memory, cognition,

1 and psy or beh?vicut. "This would be .
‘especially true of )}ounger or’uhskilled writers" (p. 1).
studen‘ts‘ need encouragement and praise for their

efforts if they are to overcome their anxiety.




One .result of the daring to put one’s ideas on paper
-is’a sensé of vilnerability. You léave yoﬁrself open to
attack, i.n a sense, to anyone who may choosé to vread your
ideas. People do not, by nature, like to be vulnerable.
This is true even of préfessional writers such as Atchity

(1986) . "Expression makes the writer wvulnerable, removing

the defenses - that pruf_act: the inner self from the world’s

attack, misunderjstanding, jealousy, and indxfference.
This inavltable vulnerability . is another source of the
writer”s anxiety" (p. 19).. o

Bushnan (19:a4j, in in}:réducing his, booic, admits.that
even with all his prior success "the ihouqht of sharing
this in pr(nt makes me very vulnerable" (p. vii).

I' £aé1 exactly the same way. It is difficult to kee )

*on writing, knawing that eventually everything you have

written will be scrunnued by three readérs who will

> .
collectively determine your future, with no infomtién

other than what you have piinstakingly put to paper. No
more do you feel that a thesis is ]ust a big term paper
with a hard cover en it.

A~ teacher who has undergone this s'oz:. of trial is
likely to be more considerate of his or her ovn students
snd of their attempts to write. S/he ha; begn in the
student’s place, with the fear of difficult wti‘:._ing, with
the, risk and anxiety thut.accumpany the writing’task. But

if an experienced teacher, who has progressed well in




el education, finds writing this ‘much of a fearsome thing,
- ¢ t then how much more so must it be for young adolescents? ] &‘
Once the writer has overcome the initial fears, the
f%lse starts, and bégins to put words to pai:er,_ s/he has °
an additiomal prot}_le;m. S/he );nows that his first attempt,
his first draft; if you will, is not pe;f;ct. S/he ’knov;s’ .»
that s/he needs fo spend time at reviewing the piece, )
. Then comes the fear of not having enough material. One of ®
the commonest questions posed by young writers in school 4
is, "hgw long . does it have to -be'"? This _ieair may have
qx;owr; out of previous teaching practices which spécified’ a 4 L
certaih number of words as being the optimum length. This
* concern with length of’presergtaticn runs on up through the
ranks of university students Iand even into’ graduate
o \ school where it sedhs that a lengthy ti’lesis is often
B conuidsEed beteat by iFtis of _its length, not of its’ /
' q\fala%Y- ° : '
& Samuel Butler, (In Mat;rorie (1968), -said® "A' young
writer is tempted to leave.everything, for feai‘ he will
= ’ have, nothing .to say if he goes cuttinq, oyt too freely. : i
But it is easier to be long than- to be. shart“ (p. 31).\
An experienced teacher of writing knows that thisl B
M : feaf is (one ,of the mcs\:’ difficult ones to overcome in ’
‘students. It is this fear _o}@ct having enough words, and
not laziness, that )géeps many students’ f;'om rgvAsing.

Thug after the initial fear of not having (ah);thing to say

on a topic has been overcome, the next bigqest fear Le\‘
ve N




.

N gradua}ly introducad, preferably.

e .
that of not having elmuqh to say.

student writing. 5

Both are hindrances to

one problem with school writing that has been

‘generplly overlooked - is the practice

of arbitrarily

assigning topics to students. This practice makes no

allowance for -individual differences, f

or male-female

preferences, or for what is ‘on the minds of the students

-~

at the particular tune. what -it 1eads to is a sense of

carelessness ‘about’ the writing process

3 tself and a

mssxng sense of ownershlp about the end pfoduct.

that teacher:

/G:av_es (1983)

give s

freedom to choose writing topics; -bu'c that freedom must be

in

lower grades.

. & "
Otherwise, you would have students who get» totally

fx:ustrai:ed by their inability even

e_a ‘topic.

tos ho
N .
AR ?here are 1_nany -times, however, when students will not

have a free choice, such as when ‘content: area teachers

assign content specific essayé, but' that matter will® be

discussed later here.

poor vﬁriting or_

lack of writing.

Thus far I have examined student related reasons for

These include:

dxfficulty nf the writing act a sens'e of risk, anxiety,

~vulnerabilxty, fears about length of presentatlon, and the

. question -6f ownership of writing which

is related to

. .choice of togic. Any one of the.se' can cause problems‘sfor

are bo'th'ereq by all of these fa

the: studeht’ writer and, unfortunately, very many students




A_Teacher’s View of Writing

The question of why teachers .do not teach writlnq,‘ or
why many teachers who claim to teach wri‘tlnq, do not do a
better job, is both timely and provocative.

It is timely in the sense that in other parts of the

world writing is getting quite a bit of attention from

“government officials, parents, educators, researchers and

classroom teachers. It is timely in this province because.
there have been tentative moves towards improving writing,

with new language. arts programs in e]ementa‘ry, h}gh'

school, and, now recently, in junior high school, which

purport to teach "the writinqu process".
It is provocative because there, is still widespread

disagreement over who should teach writing, at what levels

_and in what manner. on the one hand you have the

traditionalists who think of writing and grammar as being

.almost the same, and thus the responsibility of the i

English teacher alone. . On the other hand are the
proézes;ivists who see writing as a school-wide
responsibility. .

Closer examination of ‘e possible reason for the

state of writing may reveal some ways of going about

‘correcting the situation, for that will be my aim.

The growth of the modern high schopl has led to some
very signi‘fican.t benefits to teachers ‘a'nd students.. One
such benefit is subject area specialization. Taacl;«ers who

are trained in one or two.content areas and teach only in
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those areas seem able to offer better content teaching to

their rs have come to feel that
writing is the province of the Enqlisil teacher alone, as
Britton (1975) noted in a study of England’s schools:

\

Many teachers, we sudgest, entertain the belief
that an English teacher has only to teach" pupils
"to write" and the skill they learn will be
effective in any lesson apd any kind of writing
task. As a result, it seems to us, a learning
process properly, the responsibility of teachers
of all subjects, is left to the English teacher
alone, and the inevitable failures are, blamed o .
E him. (p. 3) \s

’

Experience shows that transfer of writing skills. does
not generally tak‘e place. Part of tha: .Feason for this may
be tha.t many content area teachers'do. not require writing,

¢ but it is also worth r;othinq that this transie"r of writing
ability does not even take piace within Engl\igh classes,

or indeed from year to year in English. Thus we have the

familiar phenomenon of English blaming

in lower grades for poor skills, but the fact is that

skills were taught. - but were forgotten. Writing is no

- different from any other skill in the sense that it is
lost"if not’used and used often- (Carr, in Shuman, 1977).

Too often, the writing that is done in content areas

" is done only as a\part of testing, and that us(xally means
short answer or "objective" tests. Critics éf this sorty &

* of writing include Judy and Judy (;981), _Brit}Ln (1975),‘

= and Spencer (1983), who reported that in Scotland: N




Half of what is written is schools is cépied or
dictated apd about a.quarter consists of short
answers' (single sentences, or fill-in-the-
blanks).  The remaining quarter is cornftinuous
writing in the pupils’ own words, but more than
half of it is short - a few lines only per task.

(p. 12)

Studies in canada (Fillion, 1979) and the United
St/a;s (Applebee, 198}, Langer and Applebee, 1985) rev:al
that ‘'similar uses of writing prevail in North Amerida.,

A further aspect of the writing problems related to
the content are'as is the overdependence on rote.learning
(Wheeler, 1979). gfudents memorize brief notes and then
parrot the same notes, almost verbatim, back on any test.

3

Students of .course find this type of learning safe and

manageable, but they }eally learn little about writing

from it. They do not re‘tain much about the content for

—— :

very long, either. P
Graves (1978) tells us that another r7ason for
avoiding the teaching of writing is the ditflculty of
quantifying improvement in writing. Both teachers and
. parents like to have student results in nice manageable
figures, as they do on standardized tests. It is very
aifficult, as Graves tells us, to be able to say that
Johnny’s writing ability has improved over‘(a s&x months
period. 7writing does not lend itself to that sort of
qualification. Progress is often slow ~and almost
imperceptible. -
' There are a number of other reasons for the problem R

with writing, all of which may be subsumed under the
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sheading "the lack of sufficient access to recent research
2 ::n writing and. theory of writing".
Krashen (1984) suggests two reasons why research and b

theory have not }Ixad more impact upon teachers and
L teachipg. "First, previous attempts to apply research and
'theory to teaching writing have not been successful" (p.
1) Krashen cites as an example the attempt by some
teachers to appiy the wrong research or inappropriate
theories - such as the theory of transformational grammar
- to writing, His Qseccmd reason is "that the relevant

‘ research has not been to in a

* way, that is, in the rcr;\o?ﬁ\theory" (p 2).

Krashen says that the reasons for this situation -are

that the research is relatively new, and that it has been

presented only piecemeal through journals.
A further rea’on, which Krashen did not consider, is
that classroom teachers may well have an.aversion tJ
theory. They want to. get to "the practical stuff" so that
they can use it in the classroom‘. Thus they turn away .
from any attempts at the development of a theor¥.
Whatever their reasons for not h_ainq ‘acquainted with .
~ theories, the x;esu!.g:s of that fact are quite clear. One
. of the most overlooked facts about a writing classroom is
r that everyone in th.e cla;s should write, especially the
teacher. S/he is a role model and must be seen to write,

and rewrite. Syhe must share his writings with his or her

students. From the teacher istudents learn that writing is




. \m and challenging, yet also difficult and tentative.
S/he can lsr': show students the ﬁeed and value of revision
to the writing process. Too many teachers either ut‘rall
around or(check some other work at the desk, unawire of
the role model they are presenting. ’

Smith el.nl)‘says that "a teacher .who is only seen
writing comments on children’s work, reports for pa:ents,‘
or notes and exercises for classroom activities will
demonstrate that writing is simply for administrative and
classroom purposes" (p. 797’). Most recént theorists share
his*view. . Y i

! It would saem‘:o be almost impossible that ‘there are
still teachers who have not heard of research proving that

. the teaching °F”‘Q;'{“ has little or no effect upon

: ‘luriting ability. Yet they still live and teach in some of

) our schools, and some of them are guite young. The

research proving that teaching grammar does not help

writing is not young, however. ) g

One of the most refreshing condemnations of the role

of grammar in the act of writing came from-Flesch (1949).

He showed that the grammar of Aristotle, on which English

& 8 grammar was based, makes no sense in modern times. ,

Par‘t of the reason for teachers sticking. to their
outdated notions about grammar is public pressure,

/\especiauy that which followed in the wake of A Nation at

—\ m\(lsss), to get back to the basics. Stoek (1986)

.refers to such’ beliefs as "pedagogies based on the tacit

\
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“ assumption that proper forms of language have to be in

place before something meaningful can be saia" (p. 101).

Graves (1978) uses a football metaphor to describe

such an approach to writing:

The. so-called return of the basics vaults over
writing ‘to thé skills of penmanship, vocabulary,
spelling, and' usage that are thought necessary
to precede composition. So much time is devoted
to blocking and tackling that there is often no
time to ‘play the real game: writing. (p. 10)

Thus, ther‘ are teachers who mean well, but their

ing of how. fits . in with writing is

otdnoded. "They steal from their students time thqt could
be mcie productively used in writing. Some grammar must
‘be tauqht, but onl)s as’ the need for it arises in the
context cf writing.

The teachers who have been exposed to some of the
recent research as well as tl';ose who teach the "new"
English courses in the high schools are possibly a bit
confused about some of the terminology. One hears about
the writing process, the stag‘e mode}, the cognitive

process model, linearity, recursion, freewriting,

. confei‘encing,' ve, ional, and poetic,
prewri.ta, write, réwzite,‘ cuncaption, incubation,
production, ﬁreparat%pn, incubation articulation, editing,
planﬁing, trunslatien,’ réviewihg; cognitive motor,
language across ﬁhe curriculum, wholé language, writing

across.-the gurrichlum and Gho knows how man§ more?

\ Whoev\ez' takes time to help teachers understand that

all\the names apply to -some very basic ideas about

N\

Z
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writing, and that even if yoy Know hdne of the names, you
can write a/nd also teach yricmq? Appnlrem:ly, no on;
does, so English teachers go on with their own ideas about
how to teach writing. They assign a topic. They, tell
styden ; that a good writer always begins with an outline,
and that this outline must be passed in. (I remember my
higt‘I school “English writing and how I used to make up an
outline after the essay was written!) Macrorie (1968)
reports that "eight out of ten writers .say they nev;)a\u{e
outlines, and the nther.two say‘they use them \on’fy— in
later stages of writing, in the second or third draft when
they have all the materiéls captured; and need only to
arrange them s_tratet‘;ically" (p."112).. :
S‘eldom in descriptions of the _wr_iting process will
you find requir‘ement fgr, or eyen reference to, th'e need

for an outline. In many instances, the Sonstruction of an

outline fs one of a number of artificial constraints which

postpone the real task of writing. Knoblauch and Brannon '

(1984) say: ».

Multiplying the number of constraints to include
the making of an outline, the recollectioh of
some sort of prewriting heuristics, the
declaring of a thesis statement, the making of
topic sentences, the writing of a "conclusion
paragraph”, and so forth, testing them all in
turn, will enhance the illusion that improvement
is nccurring, thereby making this style of
curriculum, irresistible to teachers and
administrators under public pressure to deliver
"results". (p. 154)

Expe‘rience has shown that the outline is one of the least

{iked aspects of writing. If there is a place’ for an
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outline it is after much writing has already been done.
An outline helps find a sense of order in the piece of
writing. s

Once the outline is done, the Epglisn teacher may
take a quick look at it, but generally s/he goes about
some business while the students wrzite. At the end of the
period, or the next day if the writing was part of
homework, the teacher takes’ the: papers i/n.n S/he reads
each one, with. red pen in hand, carefully, n;arkinq
mistakes, then assigns either a letter grade ‘or a-
. numerical grade, writes'a} comment or two on the errors,
and passes back the essays tothe students.

The coments tend to relate to errors, and the red
indicating these errors gives an untidy, if not absolutely
gory aspect to the paper. Raleigh (1927) identified very
clearly the problem with this approach to writing:

When you go the teacher of composition, the&

cannot tell you what to say; they wait until you

have said something unaided, and they carp at

it. They seem to have nothing to say

themselves; they live by batteming on those who

ave. Their pupil, when he has learned all they
/glin teach, is a Frig with nothing to say. (p.

Despite all our apparent improvements since Sir
Walter Raleigh’s time, we must wonder whether the teaching
of writing has changed all that much. I think hot. There
is still’ v‘ary little {:eaching of writing as a process.
Writing is still not being 'd‘on'e often .enough in Engdish
classrooms and especially s.o in content areas.- English

teachéﬁ too often "waitJtil the student. has said




something and then carp at it", and we still choke the
writing out of our students. our evaluation system
continues to neglect.the message. of the student,. and
dwells instead on its surface structure. '

For‘ some English teachers, and for ver“‘y many content
}feaclj\ex)s, the evaluation of writing is reason enough to
’ avoid writing almost ccmplat;.ely‘
' Four aspects of evaluation cause particular
tiif;iculties to teachers: a percept}on of increased
teacher workload; ‘a lack of knowledge about the %riteria
for good v(miming, E\.;le subjectivity of evaluating writing,
and the accountability of teacher to stud’ents fgr the

guides assighed\to writing. All of these factors are

interrelated and nepd amplification here.

The perceptiofi of increased teacher workvload/ is
based partly on fact, partly on myth. It is true that the
‘evaluation of writing Bakes more time than the ‘evaluation

of short answer questions. It "is not true that every

»
single piece of multiparagraph writing has to be 4valuated
in great: depth. There are alternatives. Some of .the
pressure é'f evaluating can be lessened by the use of such
techniques as peer editing (Baker, 1981); self-evaluation
(Beaven in Cooper and Odell, 1977; Hzll, 1981);}
individualized goal setting (Beaven in Cooper and Odell,
1977) A primary trait scoring (Lloyd-Jones in Cooper apd

odell, 1977) and’ holistic' evaluation (Cooper, 1977;

Diederich, 1974). - '
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In addition, teachers must re’alize that not ever’y
piece of writing a student does has to be evaluated. It
would be perfectly acceptable to have thej student pass in
at intervals Yhe Piece of writing that s/he boses to'
have e’valuated out"of all the {Ifitinq done during ghat
interval. I

Still another aspect of evalyation that interferes

" with writing is the lack of consensus among teachers about
what makes good writin‘g. and what criteria can be used to
measur’e q‘ﬁality of writing. Diederic?x (1974), for one,
pointed out the inconsistency among teachers in marking
essayé. Teachers :are aware of this incpnsisten?:y, and
thus ‘they may ;void situations that require evaluation of
_stu/dant writings. They may use some entirely arbitrary
and subjective méthod of . marking based on their’ own
perceptions of errors. ,

Other teachers avoid writing because they do not like

to be held-accountable for their marking decisiohs. I

know from expérience or.| provincial marking boards that .

teachers® quite oft‘en engage in what is called "safe
marking”, which means assigning a median mark when in’
doubt. It seeps that only reallly high mar)fs or really low
marks attract the attention c;ﬁ fellow markers or the chief
marker. Thus the "safe" marker is never questi;:ned on his
or her rating. '

A sim‘;lar fear of accountability occurs in schools. '

}( teacher has to account 't’o his students for any grade




assigned a particular piece of writing. It is therefore
tempting to rate your "good" students high, because they
are the ones who will likely question the mark assigned,
and to rate your "poor" students low, because they will
hardly ever object to their marks. Therein you have th;
effect of bias, as identified by Wheeler (1975}. Such
bias is not only unfair, but further contributes to the
"writing block" among weaker studepfits, as. identified by

Wheeler. -

As a defense againét pofsible questions from

' 3
students,- the teacher uses a powekfyl weapon - red ink.

i
Red ink, used especially throughout a ‘piece of writing to

indicate errors, will quiet the restive étudent, and red,
negative comments at the-end will annihilate even the most
rebellious. o

whlile th‘a use of such a marking scheme might tend to
ease the conscience of the ?eacher, it does little for.the
ego of the student. Diederich (1974) has shown that
negative comments destroy the/enthuﬁiasm for writing,
creating an 'evep greater problem for the student. As
Macrorie (1968) said: "Teachers, - have been sm
"Wrong! wrom;! wrong!" when they should have been saying,
“Right! good! keep ‘going!" even if they said about o‘nly
one word or.one sentence in a paper" (p. vi).

Many others would agree with Macrone, as I would.
Praxse works minor wonders for self—esteem in writers, and

self—estee\n is part of the fuel that fires a writer to




keep on writing. Research by Gee (1972) showed that,
istudent writers who received Pp.ly positive comments on
their papers wrote more than students whb received only
negative comments or ‘mo comments at all "and that the
students also enjoyed writing more" (p. 219). )

It wou’ld seem pedagogically wide~to conduct the
business of . evaluating writing in a way, that:. would”
increase prqduction and heighten enjoyment, yet: we nftenv
do just the opposite, and then wonder why our students
hate to write.

The foregoing discussion has shown  that ' n—. is
difficult to is‘olate a single cause for the deficiency in
writing and for the'deficiency in teaching writing. There
are a ﬁumber of factors, some unique to stl‘xdents, others
unique to teachers, some common to boti’: teacher and
students; which affect the problenm., It is therefore
unwise to begiﬁ to point accusing fingers at one group or
the other. It is much more sensible to look at ways that
we can begin to change the sit,uz}tion, and give writ}ng its

deserved place in schools. i




CHAPTER IV
. HOW CAN WE GIVE WRITING MORE PROHINENCE’IN HIGH SCHOOLS

You learn to write quickly by 1earning'tc
write well, not' the other way around.

" Quintilian

Substantial and l.aét;'mg Fhang‘es come s}owly‘ in
education. Fads, by-words, 'a.nd slogans chmjﬂ;e vogue in
edgcatioﬁ as frequently as they dﬁ 'ir’| secular life.
c::nsequentlyr', teachers have become. suspicious of what‘may
seem to them to be temporal changes, and arxe normally
reluctant, to sl\x‘render traditional methods and practicés
in faveui‘ of what may be mere novelties. Part of this
;endency is based on .experience of having new texts, new
courses, and new .approaches "dumped into their lapst
" without consultation or adeq\xaté prepg‘ration. The new
langua.ge,arts' prch:ams may fail for the same reas_onvsf

Real ‘progress i;: writing }vill' not be made o}/ernight_,
nor even in one year. Just as there is no si‘nglev cause of
the writing problem,\)so is there no single solution.
Anyone: expecting -t‘o improve writing by merely telling
students and teache;s to use "the writing process
approach", without further discussion, may be .sa‘dly

mistaken. Where then do we begin to solve the-problems
P 3 %

with writing in high schools?




I will attempt, withythe help of relevant literature,
to address that question next.

It has already been suggested that new ideas are too”
Erequently drcpped on teachers, but, as Knoblauch and
Brannon (1984) point out:

The' teaching of writinq will improve only when

the motive to change inappropriate practices

begomes stronger thah the desire to cnnq to
' comfortable old habits. (p. 6) ~
What needs to be done first then; is the setting up of a
program to train, teachers in writing. Baker (1971)
suggesfs "perhaps we ghould beqlrffby teaching our teachers
to write well, and to keep on writing, so that they can

pass on' something of their own syntactical and conceptual

discoveries to theif studehts" (p. 15). .
THEE 45 W G604 ‘EUGGELION, < BUE ‘thel GUeAtLon, then

afises of how and where teachers should be trained. - A

usual :raining vehicle for-teachers already in the field

is the local writing , run by 1, trained,

teacher-writers. For teachers in training, it appears
necessary for Mémdrial University to fet up a writing
program, and havé the program :part Of the course
requirements of all graduating teachers.

‘ \English teachers in various wendos: may have the
ability to train’ content aveasteachets.in writing, and if

they do not, then the attempt to teach writing may help

them. Richards (In. Bakerx Barzun and Richards, 1971),

says, "One of the main advintages teachers have is that.
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when you try to teach something, you may learn something

about it" (p. 43). NG -

An interesting development in the United States has
been large scale writing projects, the first of which (The 4
Bay Area Writing Project) began in California in 1974.

The founders of the Bay Area Writing Project

believed that teachers who Were given the .
opportunity to write, to share their work with

colleagues, to .study recent composition theory

and research, " to reexamil} their own classroom .
practice, and to develop their own plan for: .
improved instruction wpuld become more effective

writing teachers. gmis simple and sensible

notion turned out to be; entirely correct.

(Daniels and Zemelman, 1985, p. 3).

X A series of writing prajepts for various geographical
sections of the province 'might prove useful. one
Qifference from the American model might be thatbwe could
include all subject teachers, .rather than just zngusn'

teachers, so that we might better promote writing across

the curriculum.

However s accomplished, teachers must be led into ., .

accepting And promoting the need for an expanded use of

writing./ With the support of classroom teachers, all the

other

hanges ‘needed to improve writing can be
ented. Somé of ~ these chamges may, require very
1ic£1e extra effort from teachersf while others may
necessitate a diversion of efforts. I will consider some

of them here.

The first. suggestion .for may .be

surprising, but it should not be so.' I have long bden

aware that the bégter writers in school. are also often




frequent read'e;s. One way that we can improve 'wr\iting
then is to read more ourselves, and to encourage more
reading among our students. " ' ’
Krashen (1978) said that "a variety of studies:
¢ ~—
indicate that voluntary pleasure reading contributes to
the development of writing .ability" (p. 4). Applebee
(11978) studied 481 good high school writers and fo\.{l;ad them
.to be ;.—eqular readers. McNeil (In Fader, 1976) evaluated
results of a -pleasure reading programs and found that
-readers showed greater writing fluency and wrote with
~greater complex}ty than did control *subjects. Baker, (In

.
Baker, Barzun and Richards, 1971) crystalized the readihg-

writing connection in these words: "Reading will -

stimulate and expand our ideas; writi\(;ng will bring them to

realization, and,” with them, our capacity to realize" (p.
d \ . .

15) .
;-loy can teachers"encqurage reading among high'schqol
students? Leééa (1984) répurted Very satisfactory resu':_l.s:s
of a year long SSR (Sustained Silent Reading) program in
one Newfoundland high school. In'such a program, teachers
then have an opportunity to be seen as model readers. . *
The  second suggestion is equally simple, though often
.forgotten. Teachers must provide opportunities ‘for
students to write more often. I& is belieyed by many that
jus‘t»to write-mor,e'frequently will tend to iujproye student
writing. It is equally important to allow students to

write for a wide variety of reasons, on a wide variety of
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topics and subjects (ﬁeodward and Philips, 1967; Squire
and Applebee, 1969; and Fagan, 1980). 5

The noticr) of writing across the curriculum (Britton,
Burgess, Martin, McLeod and Rosen, 1975) should ‘be pursqed
in this yegard. All teachers need to become aware of the
‘potential of writing in all school subjects. ﬁach content

area carr use writing to further the course of leérning and

thereby, as Kantor (1981) suggests, "reinforce the value :

of writing as it becomes diffused through the school" (p.
6.6) -

There are other things for teachers to remember early
in the process of writing and even before beginning the
process. They must remember to teach‘ children that
"writing is a complicated .process, \a vaﬂable' series of
steps or stages which moves, with "carr\scious aqd

unconscious. recursions, from conception to -planning to

drafting to revisien;z?lrfels and Zemelman, p. 13).
Teachers must prepared ‘to lead students through

the - process of writing, giving attention to its three

phases: (a)’ Preliminary activities, . an}udiniz

braifistorming for possible topics (Elbow, 1981), free:

wfiting to get ideas op the topic (Elbow, 1973), or

" prewriting "to ei(plai:n the maiter to ourselves" (Britton,
1 .

1975, p. 2). (b) Writing (which combines.at the same time

vprewz;iting and provision) thus * the’ origin or the term

"x:ecursion" (Lindemann, 1982, p. 27). And, (c) Rewriting,’

during which time writers read what was written to see -how




well it was said and how well it Tommunicates what was
:naant (Murray, 1978). Any attempt to circumvent these
necessary. steps in the writing process will likely lead to
frustrated students who stare wildly at blank pages.

Teachers should legitimize the idea of writing on
personal experience. Allen (1982) showed that personal
experience writing can be a springboard to better all
around writing ability, even in students whose command of
English is not that strong. ’

Journal writing is an excellent way t? integrate
student experiences into writing. Fulwiler (1980)

advocates journal writing in all areas of the curriculum.

"Journal writing works se every time write,

i’.hey indlviduplize instruétion: the act of silent writing,

_even for five minytes, generates ideas, observations,

emotions. Regular writing makes it harder for students to
remain passive" (p. 188).

Teachers, too, shc‘uld keep a journal and be seen

writing in it as often as possihle. b
Journal materials may be feft entirely up to a

student’s mood at times, but teachers could frequently

_have the students write during a class to clear up & ;;oint

or to fran;e.'a question about something that is not
understood ' (Fulwiler, 1980).
Teachers need to make sure they have a clear

\mderstandiﬁg of what makes goo'd writing, so that they can

discuss with students the nature of good writing. I will




atteinpt to build a composite ‘view of a good piece, of
writing, but for our immediate concern we tould consider
the words of Macrorie (1968):
This id the first requirement for good writing:‘
truth; not the truth (who ever knows surely what i
. that is), but some kind of truth - a connection
between the things written about, the words used
in the writing, and the author’s real ‘experience
in the world he knows well - whether «in fact or
dream or imagination. (p. 5)

. All of the_se factors: increased reading,. increased
writing, writing across the curricﬁlum, and the concept of
writing as process, journal writing, and discussion af
what makes gaod writing, are things that could lead to a
better understandinq of writing. All of them are
responsibilitles/ of classroom teachers. But .

b " g

responsibilities of writing t’eachers do not end there.

Teachers must also teach awareness of audience in
teaching writing. Raleigh (1927) said:

We are* to write not to display our talents, or

to tickle the sense with sounds, but to persuade

or convince, to inform, to commend our views or

proposals to particular persons - in short, to

influence the bghaviour of our fellows. (p. 19)

English teachers in particular héve for too long been
the only audience for whom students write. The usual
result is that studlents face the teacher only.in his role
as an evaluator of what they write. While this role is

pecessary at timés, it often has a neg‘ative influence on

student writing, because it fails to prepare them for

varjed audiences.




Students could be asked to write for sharing with
their fellow students, for publication in school or
comn\un‘i\ty papers, or for reading by audience’s outside of
the sch:‘:c’l setting. Britton et al. (1975) posit that:

kA highly developed sense of aud‘ience must be one
. of. the marks of the competent mature writer, for

. it is.concerned with_nothing less than the

implementation ©of his “concern to m&intain or
. establish an appropriate relationship ‘with his

§ ggz}:der in order to achieve his full intent. (p.
) Teachers could make use of the peer group as an
audience.  One way to accomplish this would be the
H implementati‘on of a peer editing plan. Baker (1981)
provides a very good guide for setting up peer editing in
. a regular classroom. o
A further example of publicaéiox:xbr teachgré td use =
is the .staffroom bulletin board. _wny not put examples ;f
good- writing there for all teachers to ap'preciaée"r’
Besides these, teachers can have their students write for
vari;us literary contests, for job abplication, for (
information' from government aéencies and a host of others.
The main object is to keep them busily writing E{nd to give
plenty of encouraqe'mé.nt and advice as the writing unfolds.
Beach ,(1979) found that’ teacher evaluation and
correction of . drafts had a pc;siéive effect on writing
quality for ljxig.h school si:udents‘ (during the writing’
process, but not -at,the end). Thus teach‘ers must be very

willing to intervene in the writing process, »;t and .when

called upon to do so. t

i i
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In the meantime, the teacher should be seen to be
writing along with the students. - ‘Only in this way can the
teacher serve as a model for them, and only in this way
can s/he realize the difficulty ‘of the writing task s/he
has set for his or her students. The teacher must be
willing to share the results of his or her writing so that
students may see that. his or her work, though not perfect,
represents vhat an experienced writer can accomplish.
f‘ The very last thing the teacher needs to consider is
the evaluation of a student’s writing. Evaluatiun is such

an important aspect that I will discuss it as a s‘eparqte

issue.’




CHAPTER V
HOW WE CAN EVALUATE

I do not write as I want; I write as I can.

W. -Somerset Maugham .

Tern "Good Writing" -

How tb eva]:unta written language has long been a
source of concérn for researchers and educators alike
(Hall, 1981). s

Machine 'scorable tests can measure .vocahulary usage,
capitalization, .punctuation and spelling, but written
{anquage can,qniy be evaluated by human judgement, a

hoto_riously unreliable measure. A few recent

devel y A r;ay h’elp ayalua‘te writing
more ‘accurately. My purpose in this section is to, present
and discuss these developments, with a view to improving
evaluation. ; 7 ’

Acting ‘on’ the premise that eévaluation of writinq

.involves pointing out what is gond in a piece of writing,

I'set out to discover what constitutes good writing. With
that prdblem’ in mind, I condicted two brief surveys - one
of the 11tera‘ture, and one of a sample of students
attending summer session 1987 at Memorial. I will discuss

each of these surveys in turn and then poin?: out their -

commonalities.




What Pul ed W.
Qualities of Good Writing

The writers represented in this survey are a mixture
of scholars, novelists, essayists, educators,
philoSophers, and humanists. Upon compiling a 1list of
Quotations ‘from their writings,v I was surprised by the
.common terminology they used to define the term "good
writing". I compiled a list of descriptors used by each
writer and noted hbw often the same terms, or terms with a
v‘ery similar meaning, recurred throughout the sample. I
was later struck by the number of these same terms usedvby
fello‘w students to defir;e the term "good writing". (These
similarities are shown in graphic fom‘ on page-74.) There
appeared to be a fair degree of consensus among the
samples ‘'on the qualities of good writing, but I will
discuss that later: '

The mosf: trequen;.ly occurring description in .the

literature was “communication" or some variant of the

word. .

Sartre-(lsss) advises writers to "deliver messa(;es_,
to voluntarily limit t‘heir writing to the involuntary
express.icn of their ;souls" (p. 26). Flesch i1949)
suggested that good writing was ‘that which is easily
understood ‘by‘ the. common man. Maﬁgham (1964) =sa:Lcl that

"good' prose should resemble the conversation of a well-

bred man" (p. 37). Murray (In Burack, 1987) echoes th
idea’ of conversation. "An effective piece of writing is a

dialogue between the -writer and the reader, with the
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.
writer answering the reade;—’s ;;uestiohs just before they
are asked")‘ (p. 297). Claiborne (1983) says the same .thing
in different words. "The aim of writing is not simply to
be understood? but to make it_. impossible to be
misundersto’od" (p. 297). Sontag (1966) also supports the
idea of writing with a view to one’s audience. "One néver
writes without wanting to be understood and without
considering one’s probable audienc; on a given occasion"
(p. viii). 'Raleigh (1927) said that "[written] language
is.a means of communication. It has work to do." (p. 20).

Donovan, (In Tate and Corbett, 1981) also dwells on
_the importance of tailoring the writing to the audience. :
himself as a manipulator of 1, guage whiclf is
both part of -and' indistinguishable - from *Mim. .
His writing  should be neithkr masked nor

maskless but.an artful way of making oth see
what he sees.'’ (p. 222) .

A writer must make a conceptual leap in sef\ng

Several writers have made spec1al mention of the
content of good writing. Raleigh (1927) says “The merit
of writing depends first of all on the motive, the
background - of fact, the situation that governs‘ the
composition" (p. 21).  Macrorie, (1968) listed thgse
conte_r{ts of good writing: "economy, saying more in fewer
words" (p. 17) and "vivid, accurate details" (p. .18).
Diederich (1974) felt ‘that good writing should deal with
"true feelings, fresh perceptions, independent thinking,
on howe;i,er humble a level" (p. 87).

Stifli other writers seemed to place emphas‘is on the

style of good writing, Twain (1961). posits that "instinct
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with natura}ness [is] a most noble and excellent feature
in composition" (p. 5). Macrorie (1968) used such

describers as " vigorous,

. unsentimental,
fresh, metaphorical, memorable and light" to classify good
writing (p. 20). .

In contrast with those who eq\gte good vwritix:\q with
good communication, there were a few who believed that
good writing”is more personal and selfish in its effect.

Allen (1982) says "A piece of writing is valuable'it it-

or the effort the student has to put into it - serves to
improve its author as a human being" (p. 16). Thoreau,
cited in The I tional Yus of Ouotations, (1970)

says, "Nothing goes by lyck in composition. It allows of

no tricks. The best you can write will b€ the best' you

are".  Sontag (1961) puts a’ different slant on this
personal aspect of writing, picturing the writer'as a
suffering artist. "For the modern consciocusness, the
artist = (replacing the saint) is .the exemplary sufferer.

)
And among artists, the writer, the man of words, is. the

. person’ to whom we look to be able best to express his

suffering". _Sheldon, (In Burack, 1987) says of the

personal side of writing, "Every good writer that I know

write§)tc please himself, not to please others" (p. 63).
lseveral writers have spoken rather figuratively about

writing. orwell, (In Davison, Meyersohn, and‘shills,

1978) says that "good prose is like a window pane" (p. 9).

His subsequent elaboration reveals that he feels that good
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wr’itinq is free of . the writer’s personality. Emerson,
speaking in a similar indirect fashion, says, "In good
writing; words become one with things" (cited in w'
g otations, 1970). one

presume’s that Emerson referred to thegpower of imagery in
qoocf writing. ) ‘

Hendrix (In Whiteman, 1981) ;:ells us that “:I‘he'
question of what’: is good writing cannot.havé an absolute.

answer, though there are features of better writing that

are nearly absolute" (p. 66). Among these ‘"near '

absblutes" he lists surface correctmess,

compréhensibility, suitable word choice, meaningfully

stating one’s purpose, and originality. . v
- 5

Perhaps - the most apprc’priatg and meaning‘ful
definition of qo&:d writing, especially for students at all
levels of educatjon, is that offered by Judy and Judy
(1984). "There is no good vritinq, only good rewriting"

(p. 126). 3

-

ghat uemo;igl University Students Say
About-the Qualities of Good Writing

- Without pretense a'i conducting scientific resea‘rch, I
decided to survey a sample ,of students at Memcr{al
Univet/sity- duri'ng ;'ummei- session 1987. My aim was’ to get

at least fifty responses to the question, "What comes to

your mind when I mention the term ‘good writing’?".
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1 approached stunsis: dh; ‘thw Queen Elizabeth II
Library with my survey, and got generally cooperative
receptiofis. ‘Each person was given a 3 x 5 card and
invitéd to write a brief response. Through some quirks in
communication, eight cards never did get back to me. Thus
my sample 'of stu&ents nuhbers forty-two, probably a large
enough number to justify the sort of observations I want
to make.

Some‘ of my respondenﬁ; wrote from one to three
“sentences, while many others simply listed ;oim:s. I have
examihed these with’ a view to seeing whether any of the
student responses featured teminoloéy similar to that
used by the publisHed writ.e.rs previously cited.. There was
a st;‘ong resemblance in many instances. One studer;t said,
"Good ’writinq is the ability to clea‘rly anc‘l’concisaly pass
on information to a reader. It is the ability to inform

and not overload". Many other responses included some

" aspect of ‘communication. Some attempted to be literary,

sich as this one: "To me, -good writing is a coherent

collection of phrases and/or sentences to express an idea,

making the utmost use of imagery". A typical listed
response lowked 1like this: "readable, containing no
jargon, easy to understand, c?ncise", or ‘this: "(clear,

easily understood , interesting, grammatically correct".
. 3 .
Each of my two surveys was enlightening, but when.set -

next to each other.they were even more so. In the table

. . Y
to follow I have displayed terms common to the publis}}ed




- ) .

writers and to the student’ 'sample, and indicated the
relative, incidence of each term’ in' each of the two
surveys. . YN
. 7 i
g Te——
o i
0 ]
L i . Published writers (n = 16)
. . Student sample (n = 42) “ o 5
é 2 r . t S 2
-, ¢ * Literature Student ¢
ot . - Sample *’, Sample
elated: L - E . v
communication § ’ ¥ 8 " .24 *
. audience understanqing v . 35 L
' clarity” : 2 19
accurate detail/diction 1 6
factual/truthful/original . 7 * A
: rewriting £ 1 0 ;
-« ¢ v
\ " Sub-totals .22 . 101 -
Style related: PO
imagery/metaphors 2 - 6
* grammar/mechanics L/ Lo 15 o
coherent * ¢ 0 e 3 :
S v concise/economical . 2 13
B h, ) ' sub-totals = ' . 5 TR

EI -~ (.5 ¢ Totals ~ 21 141




.writing. Of 27 writer

'Whille not at all an exhaustive source of data, the
above table does present some findings relevant to my
purposes here: You will note that I have grouped the
temé arising out of the survey under the two headings ‘af
"content related" and "stylevrel,ated". . My purpose .in
doing so was to hi‘qﬁlight any possible-dirfere}xces in-
percept_:iéns of style versus _contenr: in my survey. These
d’if‘ferences .ar'e evident,v and thiy have implicai{ons for
the a;valuation ‘of writing. ‘I\'heva highlighted two of thén
here. - - !

, .
First, it appears that both published writers and the '

students in my sample tend equate "cormtent" with good
sponses, 22 were content related,

while 101 of 144" £ r vere c related.

Second, a greater proportién of studenté than writers
stressed’qrammar/mec nics as features of good writing.

style related responses related

For writers, ogly 1 of

v 4 7
to grammar, while .for students 15 m},tyof 40 responses
related to gra.mmar/mechanics.

The relative 'importance ven to content (and ‘to

comm\‘.\_nication of that content to~.an audience) - should

‘sﬁgqest, something to teachers as they preﬁare to eva uate.
student writ:}rgq. It ;nay ‘be telling us.tbat most of the '_
we-iqht .assigned in evnlﬁatinq should be for quality and
c:mpleteness‘ ‘of " content, rather than for style (or

mecha;ﬂcs). This would seem to be ~in' line with what




current theorists in the field have been saying about
evaluation. i ’

My second observation, beyond the difference between
writers and students on'the impon:‘ance of grammar, is
worthy of note. It may be that these students put more
stress on grammar because high school teachers led them to
think that way. On the ogper‘ hand, one might argue that
writers worry less about grammar bdcause they know their
writing has to be proofread by an editor. Whatever the
casey thosa :axe; fok Eile malh mpoints; to b stresned (heves
What is to be stressed is that T have found a .consensus
oA PUbTished: Wittere and A uaipie of aitney sEudents &t
Memorial University (most of whom are practicing teachers)
abiout some of the general featutes of good writing.V I
wish to continue.the discussion with a statement of my own

views on what constitutes good ‘writing. From thence I

will to a 14 ion of evaluation as I
have seen it unfold in some Newfoundland ‘schools, That
will be ‘followed by a review of what the litegature says
about evaluation, schemes, and then by my own thoughts on

the evaluation of writing. e

of Good Writing

Good writing is essentially good communication. A
writer is no more than a person with a view of the world,

Who wishesto share this view with another person, often
X x v




called the audience. Thus the first criterion of good
writing i's that it passes on a message. -

To develop further my own view of ‘;pod writing, I
need to consider three aspects of the ness‘hge that ‘permits
‘it to be passed on successfuuy. .

First, good writing has a readabuity 1eve1 sultahle
to the age. and syntactic maturity  of the 1ntanded
audience.” Too low a readability level may insult some
audiences, K while too hiqh_ a level may f:ustrata'théA
audience’s attt;mpts to receive the message.

Second, good writing is based on standard English,
except where dialect or colloquialism are meant _to 'aclid
flavour to the piece. ) ‘ -

Third, good writing either céntuins original thoughts
of the‘ Hri_!er, or acknowledges that some ideas_ m;e ;

borrowed from another source.  (With that in mind, I

. ’ :
#ereby acknowledge that my foregoing definition of good - .,

writing was framed by my experiem':,es in Frank Wolfe's
classes). ) ’

The apparent consensus.on the attributes of qood'
writing belies the rgality that there is little ;:onsensus'
on how to evaluate writing. Tqachers tend to feel very
uneady about' the act of e‘valuating writing, and this m;y
well be a factor in the general avoidance of writing. The

fear of ‘evaluating writing has already been mentiocned.

Along with other tacﬁor , such as wj}x:klund, subjectivity
i
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onarking and a lack of suiéable cri‘f.eria, it can lead in
turn to a lack of writing. ’

"1 want to explore further the notion of a lack of
suitable evaluationfnteria because I believe this to be
a majdr stumbling block to writing. It seems to me that
teachers have no consistency in their evaluation criteria,

certainly not acros4 the prcv%m:e, and often not within a

. particular school. Diederich, French and Carlton (1961)
~ 5 -

showed that different evaluators eithers overstressed or
ignored one or more of the t;::llowinq factors in\eviluatinq
student compositions: cor;tent, organization, diction,
styled and mechanics. I intend to explain how_ the same
factoks ‘are either overstressed or Jjignored in many

Newfoundland high schools, .

Various evaluation schemes have been in vogue in.our

schools a:-;/dﬂtferent times. The first of these might be

o

termed "error ounting". The teacher reads a composition,

counting the '”eri‘at‘sl",‘i?nd‘ subtracts the number of errors
from 100 to get a‘ }avrc’ent‘agel score. Th‘u; a composition
with 36 errors_.waﬁld g"et a mark of 64%. A variation of
this sct’xeme wqulkl have the composition lose half a point

for each error, so that 'the orie with 36 errors would be

_awarded 82&;‘Cnntent appeax'ed to be virtually ignored.

Diederich 'et al. . (1961) found that many high schdol
. ‘




.ability.) ‘

teachers of English read for mechanical errors -.and for
very little él‘se, and Diederich (1974) cites an example of
error counting in which a teacher said "I just count the

number of mistakes and subtract that number from 100" (p.

) 29'). I suspect that these were not just isolated cases in

the United étagas, and I know from experiel;ce that‘they
have octurred 'in Newfoundland high schpols.
Perhaps about 17“years ago,. the notion of "creative

wri

ing" spread across the province.. Suddenly, for ‘many
teachers, it ceased to matter that a composition had
mechanical errors. All that mattered was that the student
be allowed to express himself "creatively".

Gradually, teachers began to ‘become aware of an
apparent decline in the ability of students to write
paragraphs or lt‘mger pieces of prose. Reuct‘:ionari.ea, who
had never quite ‘acqui;sced to the notion of "creative

writing", cast all the blame in that direction. "Not

enough rules", ried. "How can students write an

essay if they“do nof know -a subject from a verb?" They

demanded a "“return “to the basics". (Perhaps _no one

. bothered' to notice that more students were now being

ret'aineé in schools, and that‘manx of these were the

weaker learners. l:u'ah schools never before had known
students, because they used to drop out in E;tade nine.

Hence we had a probable cause of a decline in writing




As the cc;ntroversy over the basics versus.creativity
/-' question began to subside, 1t_see)‘ed for a time that a
’ N

ety W7 truce had been declared, with a negotiated settlement.

P Comﬁositicns would now be assigned a dual mark, part for

] content and bart for grammar and.mechanics. The value
aséignéd for content varied ‘from a‘low of 50% to a high af )
'90%, de;;ending on at' what point.‘ of the continu\.nn of !
A"creatv:ive" to '"basics" the particular teacher seate;
himself. It also varied as a function of a subjectarea,
i.e content / teachers gave more valh’e ‘fo.r "correct
content". This sox.:t of division of max.jk.ing had some
erities. Bar%un and Graff (1985) said:

True, ngen one discusses what a piece of writing
.is ttying to say one often distinguishes its
"contents" from its "form", but this separation,
is wunreal; it is a feat. of ~abstraction.
Actually,. we know thé contents only through the
form,, gl(c.ugh we may guess at what the contents
would have been had the. form been more clear
cut. (p. 272) . d
Meanwhile, longer compositions were not often required and
perhaps often avoided. . " @ ®

'1:he reorganiz'at-ion of the high school curriculum'

added 'a new dimension to .the'ldebates about writding'
i i . .

. /Teachers were now Zavised to use "the wri;.ing process",
which generally means the attention to stages' of Wwriting
such as sprewriting,  writing and revising. Prewriting

foce ) required. lots of talk, "brainctorming and topic developing.

)
Y wri:i‘ng required rough'drafts and organizing of thoughts.

> .Revising 'included editing and rewriting. Some teathers

* P to  the j »very readily, but man}‘{vk

. i




others igqored it. oOn the one hand, process writing was
said to be too much like "creative writing", and on' the
: other it .was thought to.involve too much "idle" time, ’
which led to discipline problems. Many teachers stuck
with their traditional approaches t6 writing.

Consequently, the teaching of writing in many schools ’
may well ‘be still as inadéquate as it was twenty Vyea.rs
ago. That nust  change. .Far ’too. many ‘functionally
.illiterate- students;; are being sent ‘;ut of our schools;
there are far too many victims of the inadequate teaching
of writing. Unless we do so‘methi_nq about it, the, problem

will get increasingly worse.

What Is Role of eache: 2

Composing involves exploring’ and’ mul'linq over a
subject; -planning the particular piece (with or without
notes or outline), getting started, making discoveries

about .feelings, - values, ar ideas, even while in the

process of writing®a draft; making continuous decisions ' *

about diction, syntax, and rhetoric in relation to the
intended yueanir‘u; and "to the meaning taking 8shape;
reviewix’xq v;hat has accumuluted, and ant{ciput’ing nqd
rehearsing what comes, next; tmkering and re:cmulatinq,
st,opp_xng, contemplating the: tinished piece and perhaps,.
finally, revising. This complex; unpradic’;uble, damnndhfq

acti':rit:y is- what we call the writing prucess.«‘“ Engaging in{

.




it, we- learn and ;;r'ow. Measurement plans for instruction
or research si\ould not, subvert it (Cooper and Odell,
,1977). - :

Given the comp].exity of the writing process as j‘t
described, it. is' most unfair for 'teachers and public
exuminers‘ to:expect studerts to write .'on demand". The
sy_stem‘of eval\‘:atiqn that inevitably follows that writing
is. also generally unfair to students. Yet the same
evaluation system can.be:- fraught with difficult} for
teachax;s.‘ Both the complexity of the writing p‘rocess and
n‘xe difficulty of evaluation tend to make students and
teachers avoid it.

I have already discussed some w;ys of helping
students t‘p write, so now I will attempt to ease the load
of - tea‘c‘});rs. If evaluation is a 'stumbling block for

teachars,\chen it would seem worthwhile to discuss some

“evaluation schemes that have been used with varying

degrees of success. This would proyide alternatives to

the teachers’ present practices and‘a:/the same time.

provide - for ‘maximum. student growth and learning about

“writing &

Before _proceediné further, I must make clear the

distinction between formative and summative ,evaluation.

. . e
My }:aliets abo?ut‘ evaluation . are grounded upon - that

aistinction.

Summative evaluations are of the sort that most
purents and' udministz;g.tors expect teachers to P ovide.
) .




Everyone wants to see results from educational
experiences, to quantify improvement in student abilities.

Thus summative evaluation is i on end

P '
i.e., student writings, to ascertain whether students pass
or fail, enter college, or take basic or advanced courseﬁ.

Formative evaluation is ongoing. Its purpose is not
to assign grades ox: marks, but rather to provide ' future

/directi'en and motivation fgr the student to improve his
level of performance. It consists of positive comments
and mildly expressed criticisms, letting the student know
how weil he i‘ p‘roqre_ssing, without destroying motivation.
Formative evfluation also helps the teacher evaluate his
own: performance. Thus, in terms of writing instruction, -
my personal p%édilgction is towards: formative evalua‘tion.
I share the belief w‘ith Knoblauch and Bra_hnon (1954) that
"The Xind' of impr(;vement that matters most in writing
wor\)'('s'}:ops' is'also the kind that progresses at its: own

" natural pace, not at the pace of instruction, and a kind
that is extremely difficult to measure in its subtle
manifestations over sho’rt periods of time" (p. 152).
Donovan (In Tate a:\d corbet:.t, 1981) supports this view of
improvement in Writing. "The writing we are looking for
is not going to appear magically in any one ‘essay ... but
as a spiral progression of recovery‘ and digcovery“ (p.
223).

)
still, one cannot deny the reality .that summative

evaluation is demanded, and’ that it is essential, so the
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vneed arises of makinq‘ summative evaluation more humane and

‘.yet more- ‘defensible. A brief review of summative

.evaluations schemes follows.

Summative Evaluation
Heaknesses
Though notoriously unreliable, teacher evaln‘xa‘éion of

writing has long been the norm. Its unreliability stems

from several inherent weaknesses. One of these is its
propensity for bias - towards particular types of students
or Fowards part%cl_.llar manners of wxgting. Diederich

(1974) . showed how evaluators canvbe ihfluenced by their

awareness of variables such as whether a student was

honours or géneral, freshman or senior, .male or female.
othex: ;nfluences on evaludtion identified by Diederich
included: teacher political persuasion, teacher
imprs/ssions of the student and teacher tolerance for
certain types of errors. ' Diederich concluded that in

evaluating writiﬂg teachers found whatever they expected
,to find. In other words, he says that teacheg evaluation

‘of student wr,lting is , too influenced by eacher
subjectivity. // it

A second weakness of teaéher evaluation is that

) teachers tend to apply more attenticn to surface errors

than tc content. Hall (1981) reports that "assi,g'nments

hage been glven which have amphasized content and ideas,

Ayet student papets have baen returnsd ﬂlled w,tth red
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marks for poor spelling, punctuation, and grammax:" (p. 5).
° I.have seen that same ‘sort of phenomenon in my teaching
experience. ﬁany t;achers, wh‘en asked to read a student’s
% : writing, instinctively reach for (red pen - be!oré they
begin to read. Asmne' public examination markers struggle
. to avoid putting such’ red ‘marks on stude.nt writings,
because there they may only write in a numerical grade‘on
each ~question. Leacock (1944) -khew the folly of this
. system of evaluation :»hen he said:
What they (students) get ... is mainly negative
... It tells them what errors to avoid. -But you,

¢« can‘t avoid anything if you are writing nothing.
You must write first and "avoid" after words. A

. R writer is in no gdanger ‘of splitting an
infinitive if he has no infinitive to split. s
- (p. 19) =

That wisdom needs no further amplification, and it holds ,

just as much truth for’ today as it did in 1944.

) Hayakawa (In Judine, 1965) points vou‘ another facet

of this fascination with surface errors. He lament$ that

it leads‘ the student to write uneasiyly and self—‘

consciously; thus the fear of making exjror’s leads to.more

errors, and alsd to stilted writing (p. 1). Knoblauch and

Brannar: (1984) believe that this %oncern with the-

technical aspects of writing nretards real deyelppment by

encouraging ‘linguistic timidity or a ﬁreoccupatlox\ with o
~“formal tid‘iness over intellectual growth" (p. 154‘). '
& I have witnessed this "linguistic timidity" Ln Righ

school students. ',They are wont to believe that a tidy '

- piece of writing would always be sut!i‘ciant, and they are : .




very "puzzled indeed when a ti&ly_scripé gets only .a low
rating'from a high sch’colv teacher. A frequent result of
their puzzlement has been an avergion to writing. I£
seems that the prgportion of students who protest that
they cannot write increases with every ‘year of exposure to
school writi"nq. * I believe the t‘rend should be ekactly the

opposite of that.

£ X . |
A third weakness of teacher evaluation of writing, as|

.Knoblauch and Brannon (1984) suggest, is the influenée on
« Y E

evaluation of the teacher’s perception of his status.
Thus, Knoblauch and Brannon surmise, "Many perceptions of

quality or deficiency are littlé more than consequences oq

a disposition to regard texts (student ‘yr'itings) in a’

certain way to assert a privileged reader’s right of

judgment" (p. 164). Teachers appear to feel it incumbent

upon them to be’ very critical of student writings, taking °

their prerogative to be critical, in the literal sgnse, to

the extreme. Notwithstandinq that, a teacher’s
perceptions of errors .in a text often varies rith ‘his
sense of the writer's authority (](ncblauch and |Brannon,
1984). Hence teachers uia.y be more tolerdnt of surface
‘errors in the“work of "good" students than in ‘that of
"poorer" students. In another case, they may mark a
sen‘t‘ence fragm€nt as an/ error ,iljn the work of a' student,
but accept »lt‘as correct in the work of an author such as

Ernest Hemingway.

L
PR
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Teacher evaluation needs to be examin\ more closely
if it is to be more efficacious as a form aummative
evaluation. Nevertheless, tea‘cher evaluation n have a
more positive side, ahd that I will discuss 1ater under

the headmg of formative evaluation. L *

‘Rating scales ~ . w

A rating scale can’ Iiae a useful tool for. evaluators,
parﬁicularly thos‘e‘ whose il‘iexperience may cause them
concern about the crn:ena of good wrxting and abuuc their
ability to keep these criteria in mina while evaluating
papers. A ratan scale is basically a nst of specific
factors to be considereq when eyaluating. One such scale «
developed by Diederich -(1974). is based\on a list -of
factors identified as significant by a Variei’.y of .
" evaluators he had used in a now famous 1961 experiment.
In that experlme&‘. 300 papers written by collage freshmen
were evaluated by 60 readers from six cccupatlcnal fields.
A factor analysis done on their judgments of writing

ability led to the factors’ presented in the table below

(Diederich, 1974, p. 54) =

‘




Lov—‘ ﬁ Middle . High
taeas - 2 3 .8 8.~ 10
organization. 2. A L& 8 10
_wording 12 3 s
Flavor . 1T 2 ‘3 4 i
"vsage I 2, © 73 4
Punctuation. - ' 1 2 % 4 -
“speliing 1 a2 T3 4 )
Handwriting T ’ E; 4 g
: B ) % T sum
The scale is. very snnple to . use: The" teacﬁer— o

Reader

Paper’ 5 .
w Sl 3

evaluator has to-circle one humber after the name ot each

" quality to indicate his rar.ing of the paper on that

quality. Diederich explams ‘that "double welqht: was given
£5_ ideas awi to ’orqanizut.\.on’ ‘because t:hese were \:he :

qualxties his evaluators ‘cited most’ frequently as features

of good writing" {p. 54).,\The range of points available

on* this- sdale v\ary from 10,

if a].]._:_eatures are rated low,

to 50, if all- rated high.

Diedgrich s scale appears to be a very functional one
- iR

as it stands, but I would use a ‘modified Version of it in

my schood. I would add two more headings such as "quality'

of conE&nt" and "communicaticn with audience'“ and give |




" more weith. to éach of che‘se.gln either casé, it would be- "

important to spand tine traininq teachers in the use of

such\scale. or\ particular importance would be the need N =
for reaching consensus on teninoloqy involved in the F

.scale.. This need was demonstrated hfsan'itt (In stnck,

~ 1983). .He conducted a study in which a grnup of. teachers

o each evaluated a series of essays, and then compared theix

reisons for. ench hcore. He found that some evaluators X

' were. using” different terms for a single concept, : while
= " others were using a single term for different cbngepts\{~ :

"83) Y fear, that. such a- confusion exists. in. variéus

schools and believe that it is an important prerequisite

to usmg such a scale to check for ~harmony - 1n basu:

_concepts 33 'urh:inq and. evaluatwn.

Thus in the: Diqdench sgale just presente&,'it would -

be lmportant to diacuss \n\ot only what each of the tuality

related terms means, but also \to reach consensus on Hhat
= _degree of each quality is ind;cated by the designatmns

"low", "middle" or, "high". Hcv many spellix:q errors would .
\it take, ror exanpls, to he rated low on spellinq“

A simp).er version of a nting scale is presented in

c;:oper-and Odell (1977). Thxs dlc‘nctomous scale requires‘

‘an, evaluator to check either es" or "no" to a series of

« short statamenta about. the writing. 'I'he seala, taksn from'

“~~Cooper and odqu .(:!.977) i is reproduced below.
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s Score Sheet-

No '

1.

2.

3.
4.

5.
L 6.

11.
12.
1 0
14.

15..

17,
£ 49
. 19,

qualities of the student’s chk.
. N &N

‘Thesis ' is
@ dﬁvolepad

" Each

Ideas themsélves are '
insightful. .

Ideas are creativa or
original:

Ideas  are rqtiaml or
logical, N

Ideas. are” expressed

-with clarity.

There is'a thesis. =~
oOrder ‘of ‘thesis idea is
followed throughout the
essay. -

Every ‘paragraph.-.
relevant to the’ thasis
Each’ paragraph hns A
controlling idea.
.paragraph is
duveloped with relevant
and concrete details. "

| The details -that are
included are  well
. ordered. * -
There are many mis-
spellihgs. .
There .are sarioun -

punctuation errors. .
Punctuation errors are
excessive.

‘There are errors, in use

of vérbs.

There; are errors 1n use
of ‘pronouns. - %
There are errors in-use
of modifiers.

There are .distracting
errors -in’ word usage.
The sentences " are
awkward. &

Thé’ coopgr\ and odell scale would appear to i)e very
quick to .s?:ore,“\ai\:h iudqnentq so "black and’ white" / about i

I see a possible use for

aﬁeqﬁately. “




ssment: -form- forfev_e'ryda.y ‘?:lae.s

, 4t ‘would replace- n}:merica]._ or-

le.tterqrades.‘ k ’ : iy w2 L

@ o o X A third vers;on of a rating scale was deveiuped by ]

the Cleveland Heights city School District -(Judtne, 1965,

» p. 159). It appearran the .following page. 5 .

This 'scale -sheet, used in the Cleveland He).ghts high

schools, “has been used. effectively 1:1 the . hlhds of

stugdents as a means for notiné progress " the sheet is o

T iso, that he has w8

S «altachgd to each "theme the student hands

S th opportunity to gauge his own:, “work I\rlcr to hav),ng

""dthers read it: When m tions are rety d, he sees

\
at ‘once fromvthe scale “those- facets of his’ work that. need

" strangthening as well ' as thcse in which he has mproved.

o student readers, whether individuals or in? comml.ttees,

.hnd ln the ‘scale the general crlterxa needed to judge. S

N intelliqently £he themes they read (Judine, 1965‘ p. 159).

: i 2 s ’ Each of theee three ratlng s¢ales has scmL merit, and -

\ 5 " <I.would recommend that teachers use any one or even a11

o ‘
three at different ‘times. 'The' attractinns of such a scale
are \t'hreefo_l o A scale -would save teacher tlme by making

. ' it unnecessary for hiw to write detalled comments on each ;

« o pa\per-.», It Qould give'a student a_cl'ear 1mpre5510h of his

strenqths and Aweaknesses. Perhaps most s-i'gnificantlj(,'if ‘e

would permit the. train'iﬁg of sthdents as peer‘é‘ditors, &

which vould cut down on- teacher worklead and at' the sa‘ne

,

time promote\ a team approach to learning. T




. anpos:ﬂmhﬂmsmld% ‘} ,: e
Clevelarﬁ Heights Unxvezsity Heigm‘s City Schiool D!.sttict

e e Ry - A

I'\s'signlmt Student -
, Ae Cor;teni:-sbt ) d

per:suasxve, si.ncete
-~ enthusiastic, oert'al.n
Orqamzed

v 1cg1cal planned :
Tl oxd.erly, systamamc s ‘
‘Thoughtful

mflectlve, perueptlve, . =

: prob: 3'-"9:1-“‘1“1-‘71-“3 p
Broad 6. 0N

cunprehensive, camplete B -
extensjve range of. data, P
inclusive " - i - ]
Specxnc ; o s @ ¥ x & ‘

eonm'ete, defxm.te, . R Y
" Getailed, exact. y .

B. —Style-30%———— 1

Fluant . . +

Restricted

expressive, eulm:ful . F .
Cultivated LI .+ Awkward

vaned, mature, £ - ’ v

dm{iptlve, sm ) C8 e X v

4Strong ) . . LooE Weak

effective, striking,

C. Conventions-20% . . .
* Correct Writing Form * L 2 B8 ) Thcorrect sForm

»punctuat.ion speumg P ey .
Coventional Gramar * 4 = .. substandard

] 1.'."‘se:1termcestrum, I s ; We g R
¥ . ., agreement, zefgxerce, etc. © 7 - . ‘ N




Standardized wr.iting tests do not really n\easyre what
they purport ta measure, which ie writinq ability. Hall

. ~v-(1981) pcints out . ‘that " " ized achi tests

X measure é’l"/\rete eubcomponents of wrxting, most, commonly.

vacabulary kuowledqe, qrammatical usage, capitalizatmn,

'punctuatian and spellinq" (p. 4). 'l‘hie sort of testinq is*

! ' best knoin in: the form of, the . Scholast.lc Aptitude Tests
v - Lt v -
N . (SATs), normally used to screen applicants to Ame'rican &
cdll'eées and universities. The SAT items are ell multiple

‘choice .’ 1

sily ecnred by machines. "l‘est results are
‘easily eonverted to- grade e@ivalents and percent:tles.
"l‘hey appeal to patents and administratars who hke to
"comparé levels of student achievement withxh and between
scﬁpal ~years. same theorists hlame the FATs" for a decline

in writing abilities” (Wheeler, 1979' Gooper», 19773

'Braddcck, Lloyd-aones and SChoer, 1‘963) They argue‘ that

v - g gince college entrance ‘exams do - not require writing, then

. hifh schools will not give writing 1nstruct‘ion, but rather‘
teach., to the s?"‘s'. This soun!s to - me like a very
plausible a;gﬁmer!t. We do’ not have SATs in this province,
.Eutv‘w'e hav_e‘. show:n a eonsideraﬁle preference’ for short -
answer tests. The results _hex:e ‘reflect those all'ud‘ed’:éo»

‘in the foregoing comments about SATs.




p s St .
Multiple 'choice- tests cannot really measure writing
abiiity_, as maré and 'mo're educators are 'at!arting to

're'alizé. As soon as more pecpie began to bel,iave that the s

b\est test ot writing qpility is an actual writing task,-
thére arose a, need« for agreement on a _system for _scoring
wnting samples. One that was dévelopeé for' the 'Un,ited.

States ‘National. Assessment of Educatten Prograss was .

vqalled pr.mary trait scoring, hilled as "the most: reliabié \;

4 alternatwe to m_ul-txple choide tests af writing" (COoper

"and’ od'ell‘,_’19_77, p. 32)% In preparing to .ube primary

trait 's!:oring, a, group of teachers da§cribe iin -detafl " * i
; ! .,

traits .or features wh:u:h they feel should- appear”in .,

students' writinq, it‘ the instructicnal progran 'is wcrkil“(_q

(Judy and Judy, 1981) G _’ % iy ",‘

1

. _c‘learly~

cooper’ dnd odell, 1977, state -t @, little more

<

Primary traxg scoring: quides facus ‘the rater’s * &
attention on' just those " features of .a piece 5 +
which are.relevant to the kind of discourse i

is: . to the speci,al blend of audience, speaker \

.role; ‘purpose, 'and subject required by that kind

of discourse and by t.he particular writing taak.

(p: 11) . a5 ‘

v':l‘he sccring wculd uonsxst of looking .at 'eaz;h'

5 deslrable tran: and‘ saying either 'Wu.is’ .
evxdent in the paper" " or "no it 15 not evident". . _It J

takes into acconn"t the tact that a persoﬂ may . writq '.
perfectly well in‘ one made of .discourse, but nar. in

another. ,mode. The key ccnsideracions in primary trnit 0 Fa g




ecoring wuu]d be " wwhat “was ‘ihe purpose of‘ this p;{ece "ot

writing" X "wha ;

dishqurse'“ and* “is this necessary feature present in this

'piece of wrxting" (Lloyd-:!ones, in cmoper and odell, ],977, '

'pp 4565). 5 * o w aw

The evaluator is then required to make a judqment
about - the ralative degree to which the required primary' . "
t‘rait is prasent in the” wri‘ting, on the basis of’ poim:s- ;
“‘such as o, 1, 2, :!, 4, with; o 1ndicating that the! tralc
'was absent and 4 tnat it-vas present ta a high degree.

Primary trazt\sconng appears ‘to be falrly complex ‘to 5

set _up anﬁ adﬂ\inister, vand it Ls. g wou‘.ld not prefer to

‘use ~the system, but for different reasons I ﬁeel that 1t N

‘would _tend fo make wrxting to& fragﬁented, with pessxble’

hierarchies of ability in he order of "I can write good

!4 expositlon, but’ you can only write business memos" That
is admttedly eversimpufied, but it serves to illustra(:e
my. point that writing of all kinds' may be ma’stered by a11 g
X students,. and should be: to the qreatest extent possible. o
Alec\, primary trait scoring tends to assume tha arl other

features of guod writing have . already heen m tered, and

care,. in fact:, present in’ the piece of writhg bemq

considered (Cooper .and Odell, 1977, 'P.. 32). 'I do not

suppert’ S0’ narrow an’ abprcach t"q evaluation, and do no,é

feel %ha@ I C’E\?Td\syppert ite implementaticn in' my schooll




” '... For some peoble, at @aﬁast,m.there is

‘merit in the

statement "the whole is 'more[ than- thé sum.of its parts"

and these people have a perception of same ‘aspect o! lige | .

‘1n wh.u:h that is true. Some evaluators of writing Eeul it iy

to be pekfectly descriptive of their view of whnt qond
‘writing is and of " how it should ‘be evaluated. .

The concepﬁ was first ’developed by Diederich (1974)

» - and is stxll \;-un very much a‘s he devised ik Large groJ;

of ‘students p;oduce essays on the same tup;c. Evaluators

T’;ra tramed, thrauqh dischssion uf,sample papers, tu

~essay and assign a value to the essapy/ -
|

qu‘ickly read eai

. .based ‘on ‘their -pefception’ of
samples. Each esea)( is rea

. ' . two evaluators cannot agree

evaluétor. i An evaluator,’
samples to Gheck hi\s\ s end
et scoring is veTy reliable, w:
coeffieient of 0.70 or“\\bette

.. I experienced the holis

.. 3 \
of ‘a public exam#hation ‘maz

/ . seémed different from that

l sample papers.’ 'rhen the tea

representing_ four

levels

“how well it cempatee‘ with ‘the
d twice, and any- on which the
will thep be read by .e third
has,’m ir{ual ‘access - to .ch.e'
a;;i;_ from time to’ time. -The

r. i

tic marking system as’'a member
kihg“’boazjd. There the’ systém

pf Diederich’s. We began(w'it_:h

/ a, hrief traxnmq session, ‘diecuaeihg, a'nd evalhatingea few
.

1 marking process began. Each

Y e essay went _over~ to a prereading table where one of two -

readens read it, and placed it “into one of four piles,
H

of quality. . .. Four .final

th some.claiming a rel‘i‘ab’ility‘




1 v&luatorq then teuk the essays w \m‘ark.

Th* first task

. was’ to quickly ecide whethernthe prere'adens had placed 1t .

in the right 2gory. If they r ‘l.y had

t, the

chlet marker was .called .in_ to mediate. Tnd  four’ f£inal

; 5. 8
markers deate with papers in ‘these- z:anges- the best .
papers to whicﬂh were nssiqned marks from 20-25, the

" second best which wera assigned marks "from . 16 19, the

third bgst. to. which were assxgned marks ftom 1 -16; and .« s " +

- the worst, whxch were assigned riarks £rom 0= 12. f
|

’I‘hus eath student's papet was ngen at least‘

‘rsadings by two dxfferent evaluhtors.‘ In additinn, ‘the
~
chlef ‘marker yould rqcuculate occasmnal papers for a 4

k second rating to check ~our level of ‘reliability; w}uch was .,

consistencly very high. The student received the benefit.
of any dispute about’ marks on a particular pager. - )

g \ The system of holistic’ marking has an‘\ value to it.

It is a systematic approach to eva!.uation, 1t5 relxablllty o
)is very - high, and it does ccnsistently,rank-order stuvdent '

vl:rcitings. « 5§ g L 5 I . -
’ "; *: There /have been attenpts over the years to develop ani. -

essay scale. One such . example was' developed by the.

Caleornia Asspciation ot Teachers cf Enqlish (Jud),ne, e

E

1965) * Tne scalen ponsisEs of five'sampla “essays

epresenting five ’levels of q'uality} an’ outline‘ of

cjriteru ror evaluation,land a list of sﬁnbols used in the

scal g “The scale, taken frcm "puge 149 of'udlne (1965).

By is presented belcw. ¢ .




- %
California Essay Scale ; -

The Evaluation of Essays TR

“ e . I. Content: Is the‘conc'ep(:ion clear, accurate, and e %
' complete? N
“a - ‘A. Does the student discuss the subject . .
g i . intelligencly? * i . -
: " 3 . ' 1.° Does he seem to, have an adequate
i knowledge of his subject P
. A . 2. Does he avoid errérs it logic? =
B. '‘Does the essay offer 'evidence in suppo;t of
¥ ., y general;zation?/
& P ¢ @ . ¢
- i organization' 15/ the methud of presentution § :
- +.clear, effective, nd interesting" .

A. Is it. possima to ‘state clearly the’ central
¢+ idea of thg/essay’

T B. Is the central xdea of the paper as a wholeé 5

= v suffxcieztly developed through the use of K
4 E details and éxamples? .

c. Are thé individual paragraphs. sutficiantly
N ” develgped?

D. Are/all the ideas of the essay relevant"

E. - /e the ideas develaped in “logical ordér"

: . f Are the paragraphs placed in natural
/. and logica‘l sequence within the whole?

- / 2w Are the sentences placed in natural
] & and’. logical. sequence ' within the: -
paxagraphs? E 4

Are the tranSitions, adequate? T ow

Are ideas given the emphasis required by
‘their importance?

Is - the point ‘of view consistent 4nd
appropriate? | " E
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L S 5 = Style and Mechanicg: - Does the essay observe - -
< - standards of style *and - mechan‘ics \igenerally .
& = accepted by educated writers? N T b
A. qu t.ha sentences clear, idiomatic, am
‘grammatically correct? (for example, are B
* R . _they- ly free of fr: ,* run-on
S Sentences, . comma splices, faulty parallel

e N structure, mixed constructions, dangling
. modifiers, and errors of agreement, case,

and very forms?) ’

B. Is the sentence scructure effective?

1. Is varie}:f/ in *

senten!

ere apprbpriata
e structu e?
2. Are  uses Gof subordinat}on

and, .
coordination appropriate? Ol

c. - "Is canventional punctuntinn tollowed? Te

Is the spelling generally correct?

A
E. Is the vocabulary accurate,'}’lﬁicious, and
sulﬁcxently ‘varied?

. s
Sectjon VI: Symbols Used In Marking The Essays )
agr * agreentent P punctuation
cap capitals red . redundant
cs’ comma. Splice . “ ref. reference
d diction rep repetitious
fc faulty comparison sp : spelling.
frag tragmen .. str sentence .
structure
gr ‘grammar t . " tense
mm misplaced modifier ‘trans transition
2 s ‘(needed)
o remove. punctuation_ x : cobvious error
(usually comma) ‘. "
pl plural //str parallelism
PV * point of. view v insert yord
/pred » ‘prediction . () . make one word




. v
-papers. B * . é

After ‘edch of the' sample essays thers are citical
comments and a general description of teatux‘es ot that
level “of qualx‘ty ‘in Yan essay. .As expressed b b Judine
placed at the top level. ’

Essays in the tirst level’ of the scale are us)lly
characterized by .lively intelligence. ’}che ‘writer’. s%‘
thouqht t‘lowshj/esuy‘fro)n one 1dea to another, it qrasps
.and expresses relationships among idees ‘a;\d between“
abstract 1deas and concrete realities. sentence‘ structyre

is ‘usually both fluént and- comples; vocabulary is

.extensive, ;apd spelling is good. Suc.h' essdys

characterlstxcally have exoellent content, axs trequently
Yather Jlong, and have fully developed paragraphs. Z‘hese

quahnes seem natural to a good mind. A young person’s

mind, , may be undxsciplined bhua the
usual faults of essays in this range are in vocubulary,
wth:h b\eing amb:.t;.ous, iszsometimes experimental, and in
organxzac;on an‘d sgntence structure, which may

ofcasionally beécome a tri‘t‘le cnnfused. The quali\:y of

'punctixation seens to vary ccnsxderably amoné the best_

©" The use’ of this scale requires a strong knowledge of

cnmpcsx ion.'. The original creators of the scale felt that -.
o

n: could be used by hiqh schocl students, but I would be

very careful ~about tryinq that. Yet it would be an

excellent way to provoke statt disoussions of the features

2 '(1966 f& 152), here are the clfaracteristics of ‘an essay .




of good writing and of evaluation standards a}/i’t’s’

. creatoi’s’ ‘sa“y ‘it would (Judine, 1965, p.. 148). I

aspecuuy like ,the 'stress they give to Q':ie need for

& positive evaluatian, and ‘I wholeheu:tadly support -their

contention R{ut a tup essay does not have to be ahsolutely
f!uvless. & One of. ly concerns vith evaluation.
particularly on public exanination boards, is that i £
seems almost hmossible for a ltudent ta get fuli marks on
an essay. When ‘one cans;ders the complex;ty of writing,
. nnd th'e. constraintsv nt‘ tlme imposad by public
‘examinat‘iuns, the stanﬂard fot fgocd wzitinq seems beyond

.' the range of some very capable studants. “ - é e
.~ 4

This concludas the discussion of summatxve e_,alua:xcn

schemes I.make no clalm sthat the reviaw is exhaustive,

but) it does present _the va,ﬂatyqvgilable in the. =

1iterature to dlte P}an tl{is point I will move on. to a_
dlscussien “of “those methods -of tomtive evaluation which
I believe ought to be the focus of all teachers, and of

;ngiisn teachers ih ;‘{art’:icillar;

. . - b v N
Formative Evaluation . .-
"~ -The pracess of writing in by a
o
‘reminds me -of a - t‘light 46 the moon. - For eaCh new

pilct/m:iter tha task at first seems almost formmable A
- ‘great amount of: time and effort are»e&panded in-planning

’und otganizing batox‘e the sEucaship (i.e., vrating) is -

-launched: 'x'he eventual gunI is prstty clear, but along
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p the way certain "mid-course-corrections" have to be made.
. so that there 1s no straying off course. As the process

moves along, the pilot/writer learns through his or her

experiences thingg about ‘himself or hersfalf in his or her

new environment. -S/he also learns how to react from the

.comments, questions and directions of qruund-conti-ol (the

teacher) . At the end “of the mission (the writing B

process) , there is the debrletmq and synthesizinq, of new

knowledge that_ will make this flight more meaningtul, and

all succeedmg f11qhts easier and even more productlve.

»,Ground contrcl (the\teacheb) only mg_nj.;_qng the flight; it

does not control'the flight! B

e o The importance of the teacher’s rokes =~ -__ £ .

PR B Th’é role of the teacher in the writing process apd in” «
the learning of the writing process is a’ crucial c?e. Tﬂe MR

. teacher must’ have a personal"hkinq for writing, a love of

student wri;xngs, _and some -~background  in composition
theory. S/he must also .be enormously patient, ...
’understandiné’ and approachable, with a real sense of how

difficult writin§™can be for even the most experienced of

writers. \

It may well be thit we cannot really™ \:each writing at

all. As Frank Wolfe says... "[t best  we can hope,\;u be
coaches of writing". Thusv~ix_15 ead of ‘teaching writing,. we

: * can at best hope to foster writing in ‘our’ students. How | @

should® gne.fos'ter‘ writing? I would\begin.the prqcess with o




———

‘points I raised in chapter two, of ! this thesis wculd equip

. experience. At this point it ‘might be )xfeful to relieve

"errors can be:'a sign of growthr Baz‘tholomae (1930) and g

a talk about some of the purposes of writing.and how it';

has relevance far beyond the classroom. Some- of the

me for that ‘talk. I wnu!d talk ahd\xt my 1ove for writing

and attempt to elicit trom students ome ideas about how

the world would: T dltterent without writing. This might -
even.léad to a wrjting assignment which would grow out of

the ‘talk and ensure t’hat 'each student had the chance to

. think about hou writing becumes *a worthwhile actlvn:y.

. Always, I -would strive to make wrxtinq a pos1t1ve

e ,
experiech._ It might be useful tc dxscuss the role of

grammar ‘and, n&chanics “in writing, ‘to assure the studbnts

‘that aFIIny Qn “that aspact \nf wnting will grow with

fears about errars~ in writing by tel ing' the students that ~

shaughnessy (1977{ showed us that erx:ors often ogcur when

students make attempts at new vocabulary ‘or new sentencek
struc\ures. ‘mﬂs might also be a time. t:c introduce to
udents the' noMn rof writ:xng as a, way of v leahung.

"’reaching, from- this Vantaqe point, no longer stresses

giving people a knowledge ‘they c;xd not. prevmusly possess,

but instead inVolvas creating supportive enviromnents in

which 4 competence they al xeady have ‘can be nurtured» to

‘yield. increasingly matufre perfomens" ('l(nnblauch‘ and .

Brannon, 1984, p. 15). . . . =




\ ) . "
Two phrases in ‘that reference warrant elabcration.
First, the notion of ."creating-a supportive environment"
%

is a, key one for teachers.  You can only create a

each student’s point of view, and by giving frank, helpful.

advice. as.the student writesS— You must delay. summative
evaluations 'as long as possible, and use formative

A
evaluations as the ‘student moves through the process of

earlier, writing is a véry natural human responsa to a

— . 'need to communxcate, nearly as natural as spsech ituelf.

b That knowledge can’ be used to" help every studert believe

that hé .can also write. ‘Aftex a1, every person _has

‘Shought’s; and ‘every péfson has a demire to share thoughts

@_®  » with another. We ought to lcok upon writing as- Lsacuck

have thoughts which are of interest to other people and to°

put them into language which feveals the thoughts® (p. 4).
With this in mind, the teacher can. simplify- the

concept of audience and its role in writing. Barzuh and

Graff (1985) say,: "The’ e!fectiva writer is ope who is
. Talive to the overtones of ‘the ‘words hs uses - thal is, who

is conscious of his ‘audience and of the aims‘ of the

particular communication® (ps 294). ~ An honest' teacher

will tell his or her students that making one’s intentions

supportive environmént slowly, by being patient, to hear

: writing. ‘The second notion‘alluded to above is that nf "a:

. _competence they already have'. As” was pointed out |-

(1944) did, “ThiB, then,’ is what is -méant by writing - to .

©clear to an -audience -is the 'most - challenging part of




"most sgudent "writing is the\eacher, but he or she ‘may not
be the. best audience.. - sent a threat ]
'they hold the power of judging and marklng. The |best

'audience _may well be the pees ariun .Baker (198%) set up’

'reactions, suggestions or’/comments that the writer ‘may

»‘receive from vaned sources regaxdinq his’ writing" (p-

1051

wz:iclnq. Barzin and, Graff (1985) put it this way: | "Not
unly is it difficult to ma}de words ugreaub].e tn read and
impressive enough t'.o rimember, it is (ulso ditfidult o
make them reveal the exact . contours of "the facts and

thoughts one has unearthed" (p. ixf

Varied audiences ) . . i
. A . -k
Having written, the student will want to share his

thoughts with someone," but not with just anyone.

then, does he or she share with? The- usu udiencé.

a system of peer evaluation.in one school and ran- if|very

successfuny. ('l‘his can_be .an e{factlva means’ of . géfting
formative ev,luation into the classr_oom.) Baker (1981) ,
sa‘ys', “"Formative | evaluation 'refers to the responses, -

18) . Teachers ouqht to provide exposure to a’ wide variety
: e F

of " audiences, but the first” audience sShould be the peer’ o

group: - ong (1982) -tells’ us the importance of having \ . -

students’ writé for’ vatibd audiences.

_Written ..words sharpen ,analysi,s, £or = the
individual  words are .called upon to do -more
[than ‘spoken’ words). To " make yourself clear
.. without gasture, without ° facial ‘expregsion,
without intonation, without. a real hearer, you
Have to ﬁptesee circumspect‘lvely all posslble




meariings a statement may.have -for any .possible’
reader in any possible situation, and you have
to make your language work so:as to come clear
all by itself, with no existential context. The 3
v .need for this- exquisite circumspection makes - N e
writing the aqonizinq work it r:ummonly is. (P~ . %

d 104) . £ =

Peer group evaluation has two particular udvantagés.

- It provxdes the varied audience and it qives 1mmad£ate E

- & “feedback as to whether the- audience has understood the
writing. A weakness of taachet eva].uatian is that

teachers have so much to attend to that feedbac/kyis often

toq long delayed.® e I < :

5 Baker ' (1981) 'poifts. out .the :importance of this

- feedback.”when . he says "By providing feedback " between
v drafts, formative evaluation maﬂgaefs: the stident'the . .l

motivation and guidance he. needs “to. anqaqe in meaninqtul

s revision ‘of his &wn writing’ (b= 18).

e w b 5 Naturally, - the ‘teacher may: -not 1eavs everything ‘to
. ) . the _peer qtoup alofie: - He or she must encouraga studem:s
_to. accept -the v"fews Of their peers,to take risks, and to -

\mderstand the need - for revisxons. I haye “found' the

” / o of
: = rewriting aspact of the writing process mosy, difficult to '

“get students to/attend-tc. Maybe 'éach cl. ssrcom should

Joi " nave'these’ words of Barzun' and Graff (1985) Mritten ‘acrobs’

the | walls./ "

u dne, 'however gi!t.ed, an produce

“ assable first -draft: writing means rewriting" (p. 36),
i ‘P A % -y . % :




R - A cunferelq-nc'inq with pupil’s is a necéssary element of

+| the writing process. Graves (1983) tells us that

conferences. can~ be useful at any part of the wrié'rng -
* . process - before wi—;ting, during wri/ting, o)/\q the end of
each - draft. He _reminds- us jthat the purpose of
conferencing is~ to hélp the étudhnt focus on meaning, rot
o . to.‘corre‘ct‘errcrs, at least no;. until a final dtalvt is in

' - T .
\ progress. ! " _/ -

K

In confqrencing, I find- it impcrtant to listen to the ’
" student. To g’et the student talking, I ask questions-

_about his ‘or her work. ’such questians -:mclude:' What do

. ; . Lyou . wish to s‘ay" what ideas have you thouqm: ahout" z)i're
. s - all your ideas important, dr: what- can you leave But? The L
.
H ® “r&'}\ts to ﬂmw koluticns to writing problems out of the

student, and not merely to tell him or Her what to do.

4 R ' Given the numhers of students in typical c{asses it

should seem obvious that not nuch .time - can be glven to

A _aaeh_-student. A minute or two will suffice for‘. most
students. ’ Some Hill not. need help at all, or can ¥ven

help wedker, s‘tudents. . oy

stndents will wunt some “proof“ nf thexr growth in:

writing, but’ that need not be a call fcr summative

evaluation. ’ The teacher can write v_alugtive :comment\s on !

paper.s,' or glve ‘them verbally 'd\'x'ring' qon’fex:en;:,e‘s.




‘Knoblauch and.Brannon (1984) say that teachers c&n assure

students’ that they are "making prqgress - as’ defined By

\—‘theif willing;ess to take riéks, 1isten to readers, make

revision: ‘/and- otfa;‘- ad;licé' to oi;her writers" (p. 165).
‘They véau on us '_t:.h.at "these .signs iot improvement may " i
appear quickly e\;en if impr&ved' performance takes lo_nger'.'” i
(p. 169). We must learn* to be iaatient\:},wi\:h student .

_ﬁritexs’,l and to focus on mmxgmgm' as) small\ as' they. '_ !

may éppear to be. The Buncck Report (197 ) haa»this to

say of teachets’ reacr_xo}\s to wri—ting. e

A child shouid not ' be.made to. feel that it doss. i
not“pay to ‘take risks. ., The teacher(s - first
.respons€ to a piece of writing  should be £
personal and positive.  Only after respdnding to e
what has been said is it reasonable tojturn to.
how. (p: 167) : .

: <
Thus' the teacmng cof " gx:ammar and mechanics is to, be

done” o{ﬂy as the last pax:t: of the writing prcless. =

students must .be told Jto collect all their writinqs*ﬁ

in a Qoitfolio or writinq folder. - Thus they or their B
.—/’pa%nt-s could trace ' any improvements as' they occum
. Furthermoré, the teacher could use the éccumuluted

writings to make summatxve éval-uaticns at the appropriate ’

1ntervals or terms. . : .

iy The role q'f 2 area h R : W

'fhe content Area teacher may- well wonder whethet any

of" tbi:s discussion relates to, him. ' The ~answer -is yes,

-because every Bubject has a need ic: writing, and the kind-




s of writing'varies.with the subject, as Stock (1986) tells
i : :

us.

The ‘world of | schoqls and schooling ... .is a
world of rich| and varied communities and their
languages. Subjects . (disciplines) not only have
their respactd.ve vocabularies but also their
different. 'ways of introducing discussions,
shaping ‘questions; framing problems, posing.
solutions, expressing/ concepts. Those , who
contribute to' a community are inevitably those
who. feel-. empowered -to do  so. As students in
N “their roles’ as writers'and contributors.enter
B s new. social, " acadenic and-  professionail
-commuinities, they do so! iwgth a language that'of .~

- . wecessity will be reshaped . and recreated.by the
" new settings in. which they £ind themselves. (p-
N 01)

o Thus while it inay. be the responsih'ility‘of"»Enqlish‘

-teachers to teach writing skills Xn general, it surely is’

'the' -h-l!H'v. of .area h to teach

N {more impurtant that content area teaEers provlde frequent

and appropriate thouqht-pzovok:.ng questions for ‘Students

to write abaut. Baker (Zn Baker, Barzin and Rxehards,

1971) tells us, ”0’1y hy writlng.can we See what we thxnkl °

only hy wtitx.ng can we hold our thpughts st111 enouqh to

nanners of wr;tinq pecullar to them subjects. It is even'

compnre t:hem with each other, and with experience, so.that. :

we camithink them over® (p- 15).

(= INn 1ight of the issues raised in this study, I would,

mmend tha :ollow;ng-

Yoy




'x\r‘:ac Memorial University of Newfoundland &hould '

inst).tute a series of compoaitian courses, at least‘ :

- one of w}uch would be uampulsory for all studer‘t
|

teachers, . " i

2 That school districts shr;uld set ui) committees to [

develop policies for writing across the curriculum

~ and to explore the use of writing as, a “mode: of,
% learnine \ : ‘. ‘
3. That the Neéwfoundland . D lpartment of. Education,; .’ !

perhaps * in 'co- operatidn with the: _}leyfoﬁﬂdla‘na
Teachers Assoclation, shoulld set “up' a ies of
Lyriting projects wherein praciiginq peacherl‘boq‘ld i

learn to write and learn.to Ls’ach ‘studénts. to ﬁrité: ¥

4. ‘That - public. examxnatxon authorities should pursue all"

. of the following possible co\l‘:rses of action:
s i.. Have -all senigr high \ schoel, Enqlish courses

. N ¥
evaluated at the schogl level. .

ii. ‘Drop the requi’remeﬁt ifor ‘students to -write

* essays on demand in such a éhort time with

little time to revise. | . B

iii. Have ‘public .éxaminativ:;‘n ‘markers drop their -

artificially high .standards, which do mot allow

- e Y e ﬁany. stidents to score highly on essays, “because :
. % x

of 'the error factor iﬁherent‘ in the essay time.
v i L

. constraints.’




111

5. That teachers re-examine their questioning strategi—;s

to' ascnn:’afn whether th_ey may be guilty of promoting
rote learniny to the detriment of higher order

thinking skills. * B - .

1f, working together, we can get that sort of notioh
thiauqh,to our high school Stndantsv, writing and learning

ma;i well take on a whele new meaning for all of us. . The

= >
Benefits could accrue for:all in this province to share. *

- 3 . # 4
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APPENDIX A { y

Terms of Reteregfe: Writing Committee of the
Port, Aux Basgues:Integrated School Board .

N g s N
; S 1 .
1. The committee shall construct a questionnaire whose

“purpose.is to define the'teacher| '/current philosophy”
e

in writing. L

2. The committee will carry out indepth research on the
qua’nti:l;y and t‘:}‘(pes of writing presentl’yvb:aing qon; in
-the ‘district, and make the ‘res\;llts Xnown to’ teachers.

3. The committee will examine’ current coné«:‘tibn and .
gra:iing polisies in  the distﬂct and wske
recommendations for shange | uhera necessary. . 3

‘4_. The comluttee will study sampl&s of i educational

- reseaich related to the effect that the teaching
grammar,. mechanxcs, and usage v‘?ﬂs onh wkiting, ‘and

X outline clearly the position of grammar in the
teachinyg of compositidn. . : .
5. The 'commsi:cee will oufline the steps that should be
? £E1TRe in the .composition process. ¢
6. The committee will make spaciﬂc recdmmendations on
the’ frequency and quancicy of ‘writing)that !}lould be

. done. ‘

The committee will carry out detailed study on. the

- a English course descriptions for the reorganized high

& . . & * i
L . school curriculum and’ make recommendations regarding

the in-service ne y' for te to,




121

B and implement the philosophy\;of writing expressed in
“.these courses.

" 8: ;The ,gommittée will study the concept of "Language

. ‘Across the Curricwlum"' ahd make recommendations about
* the way in which the teaching of language (listening, -
speal‘cinq, reading and writing) can be integrated inta:’

* . the content areas.. > A

9. The Vcommitke will be. expected “to organlze and.:

present district-wide m-service (grades 7-12) on the b

‘topics studied. . 2 . <

10,  The fipal recomnendations of the committee will be - . I :

% sy used by ‘the School Board :Z/‘defining “its philosophy
r

.of ‘wri{:ing " for ‘the .Juni High sand High School’

grades. - ' ¢ A v oL
B







- APPENDIX B
Writing Ql;\e_stiomaire " -

. . . - s
] ~ @
) L : o
(To be completeéd by all teachers'from grade "-12) B & 7
// 4 & . . Ll 4
GRADE TAUGHT: -, SUBJECT(S) TAUGHT_.' =
P -TEACHING CERTIFICATE: N[ JEARS OF EXPERTENCE: . 5 o
I.7 QUANTITY OF WRITING . o ‘
' ' 1. Indifcate how‘aften you as a teacher write W
. . / . (a) purely, for the fun of it (freguently, .
: 5 seldpm, never) < s
. W oy (b) "as a nodel for students (frequently,
i * * . R sg).dcm, never) .
c ’ k . N -l - K
N (c) ‘as pa Jof. your professional duties - .
e 5 . (frequently, seld_ox{:, .hever)
L (d) -others {(please Ps. specvific)'
) ! % ’ 3 . 3 4 . o
'" 2. . How often are students writing for different’ p
* audiences? (Indicate percentage approximately)- :
(a) -the teacher F— ] -
{ __ (p) their peers - . 2 S
. (e) " for general public . ’
5, . (for puhlication) . : —_— .
! (a) for parents - o LR

_('ci)' others (plaasa be spac:.f;c)

- B

.3. -How -often are students asked to do in ‘class <
wrxt ng?

: ' (a) freduently 5 .
) (b) ‘seldom .



(a)

(o)

“ugivé notes" g

Keep track,. for 5 days, of the number of
questions you have the children- write
answers to - in class "

= out of. cluss

Keep track of the numben of tul-in the
blank type worksheets' the children do. in 5
days. -

Keep track of the number ‘of writing
assignments - essays, paragraphs - anything
larger than one sentence answer to a
question in 5 days.” .

% ‘of time do you:

k{ave ‘children ma‘ke their own

6. ‘J“OR ENGLISH TEACHERS. In 5 consecutive 1an€uage
lessons, estimate % of time spant on::

(a)
(b)
4
A (c)
(a)

expository ,_wxzting ' ’

crea\:ive writing )

mechanics skills - grammar and
syneax,’ p\mctuatxon, capitallzation,
etc.

discussion -

.

II. TYPES OF WRITING

1. Which type of writing do students in your
subject do most oﬂ:en?

(a)
(b)
(@
(d)

one sentence, factual recall ¥
.single paragraph

multi-per raph o S
'ot.h_ers (z:cify)




2. (a) Does ‘youz: school have a "school newspaper"?,

L} — YOS )
" . (b)  How often is it published? ___  ‘/per '

\month

. (c) What percentage of writihg for the

- newspaper is done by students? ____/100% ,
= ~ .
III. EVALUATION o : ' \
1: How otten ‘do you evaluate paragraphs and essays

assignad to your students?

s o ) " ' (a): every assignmeént o . oS e o
: i (iu) every, other’ assignment’ ol S
(¢)” now and tvhen‘ o R

e

2 What procedure do ybu use’ for! evaluating writing
completed during class time? ((JPlease be
‘speécific.) # . & R =

/ 3 - .

N

g Rank according tu the weight ycu give 1n the
evaluation of student writing ery

* Impertant, 2., Important, 3. of 11ttle
Importance, ' 4. Negligible

(a) *good handuriting ) ¥ :

! ) L (e) capitalxzatmn = . B -
(d) punctuation N . o
5 ".(e)  sentence structu:fe

(f) content

125

(b)' ‘spelling * B '

§




» -
6.

How often do you read answers and evaluate for
grading purposes? .

(a) _ancé weekly N =
(b) 2-3 times’ per week

.(c) mere often (specify) P,
nJ does, you,

In a written assignme: marking
reflect both content and mechanics? "
yes no .
" Assignments are grad’es
]
— % content = % mechanics

How, otten do you consult with other tenchers on‘

your respective, markinq policies?

(a) + always . - ' i .
(b) frequently

(c) seldom

(d) - never R

To what extent are students invited to question
your marking of written assignments?

(a) always

(b) some assignments d

(c) never ) .

For_ Endlish Teachers:  Describe your qradinq
system for essays; weight ‘given to -ideas,
mechanics, grammar? letter or % grade; one or

two grades per essay, etc. |

126
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9. Lqu_qnms_nm_tssshm: Do you "take off" N

. for spelling, ical, and cal errors
] when you grade aesignments? " If so, explain what
- you do. Do you "take off" for mechanical errors

on exams? If so, axplain what you dp. Do you

- feel there should be a uniform district policy

. . about ‘"taking off" for mechanical- errors ih
@ ?° . in uniform school .

4 e 9 . ‘

IV. OTHER CONCERNS Iil WRITING iy

. 1. How: often are writing = exercises preceded by
. meahingful’ talk? (frequently, seldom, never).
, . “Exactly how do you stimulate meaningful talk? LT

.,
X 24 Do yod require students to answer questxons in

& sentences? yes /
g ' - . .
& . 3 How do-you teach grammar?

K (a) by using children’s errors

i . . (b) - by following the sequence of the
i 5 . lanqpage baoks




4. (a) How often .do students: edit théir own
writing in class? . :

., . frequéfn?ly

seldom .

never . .

out of class? frequently

- seldom

¥ d never

(b) How often do you require students to - s
2 o~ . rewrite material? 5 .

seldom : 5w

never

specify the usual reasons that ymf ask
L : students to rewrite.

5.- In the "teaching of writihg" should the onus be’
L placed on Language teachers or should it be -an
"across thé board" redponsibility? A

= x : <
6. How often do students get to read their written
materials out loud to the class?
. ®
(a) often %

o (b) " seldom . s *
K A :




What percentage of time is spent in writing

in class

“out of class

8.

Complete this statement. "The best thing a
_teacher could do to help his students “Improve *
‘their writing would be..:"







APPENDIX C
A Report on the Writing cmittee of
Port Aux Basques and
. Its Findings
¥ ¢
’ About four years ago, the Port Aux Basques Integrated
' School Board, through the auspices of the District
Superintendent, set 'up a committee to study the state of
writing in grades seven 'throuqhy twelve in the district.

Chosen to_corfprise this committee were five teachers-and

=%
z

y

1

cross sectiol; of subject areas.and-grade levels 'f_romv seven
to twelve, with.the' c¢hairman being the English.department-
L8 head of. one of four schools rspresented. .
- . This committee was presented m.th ten specif;c terms .
of reference (see Appendix A), and .a general tima frame .of
} . two years to complete 4the study. The long term objectives
of the commitéee were to (1) cohduct in-service on writing
s for all subject teachers, and (2) help develop a writing
policy for the school dis_trict._ -
Early meetings of . the .;:ommii:te’e‘ dealt with
) interptetinq the terms of ;'eference, pianning time frames
. ) during which each term’s requirement would be met, ahd
formulating a broad plan of attack. ~ »

3 :The ‘first three terms necessitated the des1gn1nq of a

quest@onnah‘e ‘CO see what policy (if any) was in place_

throughout - the sdi\oolq,‘ within departments, or among

r teachers. .Specifically, ‘the committée wished :‘to get.

two languag arts consultants. The five teachers were a




information on such things as a;:titudas toward, writing;
freque:ncy of writiyg: the purposes for writingy-.and cross-
disciplinary comparisons of wi‘it::.ng.

The committee was aware.that the honesty .of teachers
in reporting on our questionnaire might depend to a great
extent upon their perception of what the questions and
answers might imply about their’:eachinq, or lack thereof.

with that in mina, we ésked 'for no‘ personal
identificétion other .than s'u_bject area taught, ‘grade i
level, years of expeiience, and 1ev’ei of _taaching
certificate. ‘The responses to the questions tequired the
teachers to tell such .things as, the quantity of writing

dcne “by them and their students, the kinds of writing, b

types of evalﬂation.procedures, tine spent on writing, and

generai concerns such as the relative amount of attention

to coﬁtent versus mechanics in the ténching of writing.

While the results of the entire questionnaire were

all very 1m‘.erestlng, I shall hid®hlight only a “few of o

them, .whxch pertam more closely to the theme of writing-
across-the curriculum and to the studies previuusly"
mentioned. I wili louk at several findings of the

committee’s study, and comment on each.. X -

One. of the least startling findings of the survey was
that our teachers seldom write; as models for students, ‘or*
- - %

for any other. réason.’' Having teachets writing, d‘espitev‘)
(=
research “findings" to the contrary, was not” seen as an-

important aspect of a schoo).'s writinq proqram. )_our



“writers just mentioned. 3 *

committee felt the’re would be several advantages of having

teachers write, and be seen writing by students. It would

* remind the teacher of how difficult it is to write on

demand. It would help the studeqgt learn to discriminate
between ‘gond and poor writing. It would, ,most
importantly, help the teacher to keep: his writing

expectations relsonable, ‘and in line with the maturity- and
/

-experlence of his students. ., : *

'I‘he writing that was belng done was mostly intended

’ for the'teacher as evaluator. The problem is' that this

linited use of writing denies the student t\he opportunity‘
tn practice wp;ting .for different purposes and for

different audiences.' _This prnblem is not unique to t:his

school district, however, as it parallels f:mdinqé of.

studies by Barnes, %\pplek‘iee and Fillion, as mentionag in
the earlier review of the literature. - % . .

similarly, the finding that most wntmg consisted of
short answer quastion responses was reporteﬂ in studxes by

Evaluatiun of writing was ,_another area: /whe:@ the

" committee found disagreement among the ranks of teachers,

The” ﬁ:roblem .arose’ with two aspects of marking;' first,

whetRer the teacher.should attempt to mark every piece of,

g . - !
- writing, and second,” over whether a'particular scoring,

"’system’" should or should not!‘ be used. ¢
'rhe ccmmittee found that Teost teachers who profess to

teuch writing attempt to evaluate (grade) each and every)




>
/ limit tC amb\mt of student writing. to “the ameunt a

" holistic scoring sys’tsm. These seem to be i

piece of writing done by students. The “"attempt to °

eval‘uAte all writing Has weaknesses. Not only does such }
system mcxease the’ tendencf to write for an audience of’.

one - the teacher as"avaluator, but it also mxght tend to

pa;ticular'keacher found time or inclination to marks. It

ig just not necessar.y for teachers to mark every plece 6!

4'st1|dent writ’ing. As a matter of fact, sm'ne educators feél

it unnecassary to e&ven read - évery ‘piecu of student
writing. The marking systems themselvas were wcrthy of.
note. " § g ag

whethez it was revealed to the students’ or not,_it

seemed that must ~t;eacher:s used some sort ofv dichotomous
F)

maxling scale, with one mark or portion thereof fur E

content, and one mark or portion for mechanjics. ‘hus,
some of these teachers actually put a dcuble mark ‘on- the

student’s paper, while others gave one mark that was a

total -of the two marks.” What was interesting, if not

dnwnrigk.xt disturbing, -were_‘ the wide variations within.and

between -.subject rea in the percentage of the wmark

allotted to contwspt. Content was valued from as low as

50%: to as high’ as 90%, dépending G the relative
importance ascribed to it by Eeathers.- g’ L hE
: ~

~.\Dn1y_a very few, teachers claifned to be adherents-of a
tune with

‘modern - literature, which seems . to disapprove of a
v n :

dichotomous scale of marking.
: '




Judy -(1983) says he is n’quinlt the dichotomous
Y] g
marking systen.

We recommend aqainst this prncticc because it
creates an schism writing
and apply criteria-
Are the-:facts right? Are the observations
sound? Is the message accuraté? - and focus on
writing only as it enhances or detracts from the
content. (p. 67) i X

Particularly among English teacnu-s and generally

among  all there app & to ba widespread

cdnfusioh of the terms "revising" and “editing". e
. seemed  that . fcat teachers felt the. tm; 'wox‘ds’“’ were :

interchaagenb e, such ’chat’ for tha \:eachars, and hence for

thair students,\-ravising was—_no more involved than
‘rewritinq with the object of cleaning up minor mistakes "in
. .spelling or mechanics. Y e ’

As in pther, more respected s; pdies, there Awas much.
evid‘enée of content are’a teachers feeling i:vh.at the
tea;:hinq of writinq was rjxe xespons_ipility x;f Enéliah
teachersq 3 Ix‘on&cally enouqh, many of ihe same teachérs,

whan askad to indicate what they felt would improve

writing ability 99 more qu practlca in
“vriting. "What was ixonic was that the same teachers had
adnitted: to using writing only intamitcantly and had said
that they saw. little naed to teach writinq skills.

The overall . achiavemant of our survey was- that it‘
showed J.ocal téachars to hs no worse thun counterparts in
other ju:isdictions in t:hair ph_ilosophy of writing. It

goes without _lgylng that' they were also no battér, so we
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can presune that in ‘both .cases improvement is possible and

desirablg. Realizing that it 1§ pougibh ‘to_ cnung') thing!‘
.only in a —;ory slow, painstaking way, our g:th:inq

+ comnittee tooﬂme stance that improvements v-auld' be made -

only through evolution, not revolution.

il‘his process was begun with a} on;a-duy wrlti_ng

workshop conducted by ~ the members of the writing
comnittee, with the‘ aésistgnce of two imported’ exparts,‘

\ l_\xr. Hayden Leamon from the Un}varlity~ of. Nﬂsrunsuic'k,

and Mr. BlainefHatt) a hiqr‘x school . teacher, alko from New

_‘ Brunswick. These twd‘gentlemen ran the aurly part ‘of tha‘

day as a writer’s workshup, askinq anch taacher preaenc ko

write "on demand" on an assigned topic, -with only a

starter sentence being gi\;en '

% Thxs was ' a hum.hling experience for each.one of the

teachers.' Their cries of protest at the difficulty ot s

- writing in such a situdation sounded, ‘strongly faliliar.

: . Comments ranged a1l the way trt;- "I can’t write on this
topic", . all tpa way to "L’11 write it, but you had better
not read _it out loud". One. qould close his, eyeb\a.nd
imagine Mn;nself. in a typi{:al class of high “school

. students‘

slowness to completa iti but neither of thess could match

the refusal of teachers to sha_re_the‘ir writing bz reading

-

The reluctance to begin wricing wau matahed by the

'alr;ud, when they were asked-to do so! scare-one big point 7




\

for the idea o'f“lodlbd.ng at studerit wr‘it:lhigs more
mercifully, and’ assigning it more tactfully. - :

N I.;ur sessions in our dSy-long workshop dealt with
recent trends in the teaching of writing, including peer
editing[\ journal writing, the writing process; and
pecitic suggelNonl for vritinq in school chssrons.

Once the day was over, and people had a chance to
reflect on t:l-’e workshop, it, became clear that many of
them, 'content area ;:eaéhers‘especiauy, !elt that/ the

workshop held little relevance .for then. or. to ‘their col{rse

.'arear. Such ‘comments -only: se'rved_ to reinforce what,‘-vour

ijuestionn'uira had told us. For many ténbheis, writing is'

just nob_«a m!jot ‘concern.
Wh‘at was, and is, a. need for such penple 15 to have

further» tn‘ﬂninq ,in writing so that they can hopefully -

' realize its value to any subject area.
















	001_Cover
	002_Inside Cover
	003_Blank Page
	004_Blank Page
	005_Title Page
	006_Abstract
	007_Abstract iii
	008_Acknowledgements
	009_Table of Contents
	010_Table of Contents vi
	011_Table of Contents vii
	012_Chapter I - Page 1
	013_Page 2
	014_Page 3
	015_Page 4
	016_Page 5
	017_Page 6
	018_Page 7
	019_Page 8
	020_Page 9
	021_Chapter II - Page 10
	022_Page 11
	023_Page 12
	024_Page 13
	025_Page 14
	026_Page 15
	027_Page 16
	028_Page 17
	029_Page 18
	030_Page 19
	031_Page 20
	032_Page 21
	033_Page 22
	034_Page 23
	035_Page 24
	036_Page 25
	037_Page 26
	038_Page 27
	039_Page 28
	040_Page 29
	041_Page 30
	042_Page 31
	043_Page 32
	044_Page 33
	045_Page 34
	046_Page 35
	047_Page 36
	048_Page 37
	049_Page 38
	050_Page 39
	051_Page 40
	052_Chapter III - Page 41
	053_Page 42
	054_Page 43
	055_Page 44
	056_Page 45
	057_Page 46
	058_Page 47
	059_Page 48
	060_Page 49
	061_Page 50
	062_Page 51
	063_Page 52
	064_Page 53
	065_Page 54
	066_Page 55
	067_Page 56
	068_Page 57
	069_Page 58
	070_Chapter IV - Page 59
	071_Page 60
	072_Page 61
	073_Page 62
	074_Page 63
	075_Page 64
	076_Page 65
	077_Page 66
	078_Page 67
	079_Chapter V - Page 68
	080_Page 69
	081_Page 70
	082_Page 71
	083_Page 72
	084_Page 73
	085_Page 74
	086_Page 75
	087_Page 76
	088_Page 77
	089_Page 78
	090_Page 79
	091_Page 80
	092_Page 81
	093_Page 82
	094_Page 83
	095_Page 84
	096_Page 85
	097_Page 86
	098_Page 87
	099_Page 88
	100_Page 89
	101_Page 90
	102_Page 91
	103_Page 92
	104_Page 93
	105_Page 94
	106_Page 95
	107_Page 96
	108_Page 97
	109_Page 98
	110_Page 99
	111_Page 100
	112_Page 101
	113_Page 102
	114_Page 103
	115_Page 104
	116_Page 105
	117_Page 106
	118_Page 107
	119_Page 108
	120_Page 109
	121_Page 110
	122_Page 111
	123_Bibliography
	124_Page 113
	125_Page 114
	126_Page 115
	127_Page 116
	128_Page 117
	129_Page 118
	130_Appendix A
	131_Page 120
	132_Page 121
	133_Appendix B
	134_Page 123
	135_Page 124
	136_Page 125
	137_Page 126
	138_Page 127
	139_Page 128
	140_Page 129
	141_Appendix C
	142_Page 131
	143_Page 132
	144_Page 133
	145_Page 134
	146_Page 135
	147_Page 136
	148_Page 137
	149_Blank Page
	150_Blank Page
	151_Inside Back Cover
	152_Back Cover

